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ABSTRACT 
 
Analyses of Suspension, Expulsion, and Incarceration 
Data Reported Under IDEA 2004 
 
by William Garnett 
 
Dr. Tom Pierce, Committee Chair 
Professor of Special Education 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
 
 Disproportionate representation in special education has been an enduring issue, 
even before P.L. 94-142. Though the main focus of research in the area of 
disproportionate representation has been on the placement of students from historically 
marginalized racial and ethnic groups into special education programs, disproportionality 
has been found in other areas such as the use of exclusionary practices and placement in 
correctional facilities. As more data regarding students with disabilities are accumulated, 
it is important to investigate current trends in order to ensure patterns of disproportionate 
representation are understood and perhaps remedied.  
 This study focused on state level data reported by the states and Washington, D.C. 
under IDEA 2004. State level data sets involving the suspension/expulsion of students 
with disabilities and placement of students with disabilities in correctional facilities were 
analyzed using descriptive statistics, risk ratios, and Chi-square tests. The analysis 
focused on disability categories and the race/ethnicity categories of students with 
disabilities. Results from risk ratio analyses indicated students with emotional 
disturbances and students with disabilities identified as Black or African American were 
most likely to be suspended/expelled as well as placed in correctional facilities during the 
school years of 2007 to 2011. Chi-square test results were significant for most groups of 
students with disabilities and race/ethnicity groups of students with disabilities who were 
" iv"
suspended/expelled as well as placed in correctional facilities during the school years of 
2007 to 2011.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
In a critique of the emerging field of special education, Dunn (1968) stated most 
students being served in the segregated special education programs of the day were 
primarily students from ethnically and culturally diverse backgrounds and the 
overrepresentation of these groups within segregated special programs raised issues 
pertaining to civil rights. Yet, over 40 years after Dunn’s remarks, the issue of 
disproportionality in special education remains (Artiles & Bal, 2008; Marks, Lemley, & 
Wood, 2010; Shealy, McHatton, & Wilson, 2012). Most research in the area of 
disproportionality within the field of special education has centered on identification and 
placement of students with disabilities. However, since Dunn’s remarks, scholars have 
raised concerns over disproportionate representation in the use of exclusionary practices 
with students with disabilities (Cooley, 1995; Leone, Mayer, Malmgren, & Meisel, 2000; 
Zhang, Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004) as well as students with disabilities who are in 
correctional facilities (Morgan, 1979; Rutherfod, Nelson, & Worlford, 1985; Katsiyannis 
& Murry, 2000; Baltodano, Piatt, & Roberts, 2005; Quinn, Rutherford, Leone, Osher, & 
Poirer, 2005).  
Disproportionality Defined 
 Disproportionality in special education has been defined in a number of ways. 
Oswald, Coutinho, Best, & Singh (1999) defined disproportionality as “the extent to 
which membership in a given (ethnic, socioeconomic, linguistic, or gender) group affects 
the probability of being placed in a specific disability category” (p.198). Blanchett (2006) 
suggested disproportionality “exists when students’ representation in special education 
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programs or specific special education categories exceeds their proportional enrollment in 
a school’s general population” (p.24). Skiba, Simmons, Ritter, Gibb, Rausch, Cuadrado, 
and Chung (2008) considered disproportionality to be “the representation of a group in a 
category that exceeds our expectations for that group, or differs substantially from the 
representation of others in that group” (p .266). O’Connor and Fernandez (2006) 
suggested disproportionality is “the structured probability with which minority youth are 
more likely to be documented as disabled” (p. 10). Despite the numerous definitions of 
disproportionately, it can be viewed as the over-representation of a particular group in a 
given category (Dunn, 1968; Hosp & Reschly, 2004; Skiba, et al., 2008; Artiles & Trent, 
1994; Reschley & Ward, 1991; Blanchett, 2006; Artiles, Kozleski, Trent, Osher, & Ortiz, 
2010; Shealy, McHatton, & Wilson, 2012; Artiles & Bal, 2008; Chinn & Hughs, 1987) as 
well as the under-representation of a particular group in a given category (Shealy, 
McHatton, & Wilson, 2012; Valenzuela, Copeland, Qi, & Park, 2006; Artiles & Bal, 
2008; Skiba, et al, 2008; Hosp & Reschly, 2004; Sullivan, 2011).  
 Exclusionary Practices Defined 
Public schools in the United States are mandated to maintain safe environments 
conducive to learning (Rausch & Skiba, 2004; Yell, 2012), and in order to maintain such 
an environment schools often employ the use of exclusionary practices (Cameron, 2006; 
Christle, Nelson, & Jolivette, 2004; Fasko, Grubb, & Osborne, 1995; Fenning & 
Bohanon, 2006; Michail, 2011; Skiba, 2000; Yell, 2012). An exclusionary practice is any 
disciplinary measure used by schools in which the student is removed from the school 
setting as a result of violating school codes of conduct (Adams, 2000; Brown, 2007; 
Losen, 2011; Vincent & Tobin, 2010; Morrison & Skiba, 2001; Michail, 2011). 
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Removing students who violate school codes of conduct usually involves the use of 
suspension or expulsion (Michail, 2011, Mellard & Seybert, 1996; Brown, 2007; 
Morrison & Skiba, 2001; Fasko, Grubb, & Osborne, 1997; Skiba & Peterson, 2000; 
Adams, 2000; Townsend, 2000; Losen, 2011). Suspension can be short-term, usually 
lasting no more than 10 days, or long-term, in which the student is excluded from the 
school setting for more than 10 days (Brown, 2007; Yell, 2012). Expulsion may involve 
the removal of the student from his or her home school for the rest of the school year 
(Brown, 2007) or permanent removal from the school setting (Morrison & Skiba, 2001). 
The guidelines for behavior that results in either suspension or expulsion for students in a 
public school are created by the states and local educational agencies (Morrison & Skiba, 
2001) resulting in a differing amount of time a student can be excluded from the school 
setting differs between the states (Mellard & Seybert, 1996; Brown, 2007), with some 
states having a shorter length of time of removal due to the student’s age (Brown, 2007). 
Even though the states differ in the application of exclusionary practices, Brown (2007) 
found consistency among the states with regard to short-term and long-term suspension.  
Disproportionate Representation in Exclusionary Practices 
The majority of research regarding disproportionality in the use of exclusionary 
practices has centered on students identified as Black or African American who are 
suspended or expelled for violating school codes of conduct (Skiba, Simmons, Ritter, 
Gibb, Rausch, Cuadrado, & Chung, 2008). Research indicates students who are identified 
as Black or African American are often suspended or expelled from the school setting at 
higher rates than other students in all race/ethnicity groups (Bradshaw, Mitchell, 
O’Brennan, & Leaf, 2010; Achilles, McLaughlin, & Croninger, 2007; Krezmien, Leone, 
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& Achilles, 2007; Skiba, 2002; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002; Wu, Pink, 
Crain, & Moles, 1982). Cooley (1995) found students identified as Asian and students 
identified as American Indian or Alaska Native were underrepresented in 
suspension/expulsion data.  However, Cooley also found no significant difference in 
suspension/expulsion data of students identified as Black or African American, White, 
and Latino. These findings suggest disproportionate representation in the use of 
exclusionary practices may not occur for each group or for historically over-represented 
groups all of the time. Research using large data sets of students with disabilities has 
indicated disproportionate representation of particular disability categories in data 
regarding exclusionary practices, and these studies often indicate students with EBD 
comprise the bulk of the population of students with disabilities who are suspended or 
expelled (Achilles, McLaughlin, & Croninger, 2007; Rausch & Skiba, 2006; Zhang, 
Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004; Cooley, 1995). 
Disproportionate Representation in Correctional Facilities 
 Racial and ethnic disproportionality in correctional facilities in the United States 
is well documented (Pettit & Western, 2004). In general, incarceration rates for African 
American males are much higher than any other group, while Hispanic males are 
incarcerated at nearly twice the rate of White males (Beck, Karberg, & Harrison, 2002; 
Mauer, 2003; Pettit & Western, 2004). Though some researchers have found over-
representation of students with disabilities in correctional facilities (Baltodano, Platt, & 
Roberts, 2005), disproportionate representation with respect to disability categories in 
correctional facilities in the United States is not as well documented. Krienert, 
Henderson, and Vandliver (2003) reported a lack of consistent collection and 
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maintenance regarding the numbers and types of disabilities within incarcerated 
populations, and that most correctional facilities simply fail to keep records of inmates 
with disabilities. Such a lack in record keeping makes the process of determining 
disproportionality of disability categories in correctional facilities quite difficult. Despite 
the lack of available hard numbers regarding disability categories, individuals with 
intellectual disabilities have been reported as over-represented within populations housed 
in correctional facilities (Lindsay, 2002), as well as individuals with hearing impairments 
(Zingeser, 1999). Additionally, 80% of inmates have been reported to be illiterate 
(Moody, Holzer, Roman, Paulsen, Freeman, Haynes, & James, 2000). 
Determining Disproportionality 
 A number of approaches have been employed to determine disproportionate 
representation of ethnically and racially diverse groups in special education programs, 
and these different approaches often provide results that conflict with each other 
(Coutinho & Oswald, 2000). The conflicting results may be due in part to the apparent 
lack of consensus regarding how significant disproportionality is defined (Skiba, et al., 
2008). Despite the lack of consensus, researchers have used approaches such as chi- 
square tests (Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Gallini, Simmons, & Feggins-Azziz, 2006; Skiba, 
Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002), composition indices (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Hosp 
& Reschley, 2003; Skiba, et al., 2006), risk indices (Donvan & Cross, 2002; Skiba, et al., 
2008), risk ratios (Bollmer, Bethel, Garrison-Mogren, & Brauen, 2007; Hosp & 
Reschley, 2003; Skiba, et al., 2006), and odds ratios (Coutinho & Oswald, 2000) as ways 
to determine disproportionate representation. 
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Composition Index 
The composition index (CI) is obtained by dividing the number of one particular 
group represented in a category by the total number of all groups represented in the same 
category (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Skiba, etal., 2006). The CI has been used most often 
in court cases regarding disproportionality (Donovan & Cross, 2002). Questions that can 
be answered by using the CI typically involve determining the percentages of groups 
within a given category (Bollmer, Bethel, Garrison-Mogren, & Brauen, 2007). The 
interpretation of a CI is often best in light of the whole composition of the population 
(Gravois & Rosenfield, 2006). However, the exclusive use of a CI to determine 
disproportionality is not without problems. For example a CI lacks controls for baseline 
numbers regarding group membership, which means knowing the percentage of a given 
group in a given category is not interpretable without knowing the number of the entire 
population of the particular group in question (Donovan & Cross, 2002). Therefore, 
stating that 25% of all students in Montana removed from schools are Native American 
without knowing the total population of Native American students within the state does 
not prove disproportionality exists. To further the problems with using a CI to determine 
disproportionality, Countinho and Oswald (2004) stated no criterion exists to determine 
whether or not differences in the CI contain significance. Furthermore, as groups become 
more similar, a CI becomes less useful (Westat, 2003), and problems exist with using a 
CI in terms of scaling (Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010). Suggesting that differences 
exist in the extremes of a given scale may not carry the same meaning as those found in 
the middle of the scale (Skiba, etal., 2008).  
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Risk Index 
The risk index (RI) is “the proportion of a given group served in a given category 
and represents the best estimate of the risk for that outcome for that group” (Skiba, et al., 
2008, p. 267). Donovan and Cross (2002) stated that the risk index was obtained by 
taking the number of subjects in a given racial/ethnic category, who are also members of 
a given disability category, and dividing that number by the total number of the 
racial/ethnic group in a population. Though the RI can address questions regarding the 
chance of one group being included in another group or category (Bollmer, Bethel, 
Garrison-Mogren, & Brauen, 2007) the RI by itself yields little of anything meaningful 
(Skiba, et al., 2008).   
Risk Ratio 
A risk ratio (RR) is often created to interpret an RI (Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 
2010; Hosp & Reschly, 2003). The RR can be used to investigate the risk of one group to 
be included in another group or category by comparing the risk to that of another 
particular group, (Bollmer, Bethel, Garrison-Mogren, & Brauen, 2007). The risk ratio is 
calculated by taking the number of a particular group included in a given category and 
dividing that number by the number of a comparison group (Bollmer, Bethel, Garrison-
Mogren, & Brauen, 2007). Though researchers have stated the RR can be simply 
interpreted without the use of other measures (Bollmer, Bethel, Garrison-Mogren, & 
Brauen, 2007), instability can occur when used with small groups (Hosp & Reschly, 
2004). The RR also does not provide a complete representation of disparities between all 
groups, and there remains no agreement on an appropriate comparison group for the 
group being investigated (Skiba, et al, 2008).  
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Odds Ratio 
Similar to the risk ratio, the odds ratio (OR) is used to compare the risks for being 
included in a category between two groups (Gravois & Rosenfield, 2006). The OR is 
calculated by dividing the RI of one group by the RI of another group (Gravois & 
Rosenfield, 2006). Though calculating the OR and RR are similar, several differences do 
exist between the RR and the OR in the literature regarding disproportionality in special 
education populations. The main difference between an RR and an OR is the OR can 
measure occurrences and non-occurrences in data (Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010). 
Another difference between the two is the comparison group. When using an OR to 
compare risk between two groups, the comparison group has often been White students 
(Donovan & Cross, 2002; Gravois & Rosenfield, 2006; Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Gallini, 
Simmons, & Feggins-Azziz, 2006; Coutinho & Oswald, 2000). However, the use of the 
category all others has also been recommended and used by scholars (Skiba, Poloni-
Staudinger, Simmons, Feggins, & Chung, 2005; Fierros & Conroy, 2002). Though the 
use of an OR has proven to be technically sound and easy to interpret, the general public 
is not always aware of what such ratios mean, and the ratios can also be skewed when 
included population areas with few to no members of the target group (Coutinho & 
Oswald, 2000). 
Chi-square Tests 
 Chi-square tests are tests for statistical significance when the data are not equally 
distributed by comparing observed proportions to expected proportions (Gay & Arisian, 
2003). The use of Chi-square tests allows researchers to interpret statistical significance 
in differences between groups (Skiba, et al., 2006). 
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Data Mining 
 Data mining is a process of exploring large data sets to find meaningful patterns 
and relationships (Castillini & Castillini, 2005; Linoff & Berry, 2011; Witten, Frank, & 
Hall, 2011).  The process involves the use of machine learning, pattern recognition, and 
statistical methods to discover patterns of interest (Edelstein, 1996). Data mining falls 
into the broader category of discovering knowledge in data (Hand, Mannila, & Smyth, 
2001; Larose, 2005). Linoff and Berry (2011) identified three ways knowledge could be 
found in data sets: (a) directed, (b) undirected, and (c) through a hypothesis. In the 
directed approach, researchers look for patterns to explain target variables (e.g., “What 
leads up to the event of interest?”). The undirected approach involves looking for unusual 
patterns within the data (e.g., “What is going on in these data?”). The hypothesis 
approach using questions to gain understanding (e.g., “Does variable x differ from 
variable y?”). The use of data mining techniques may prove valuable in the exploration of 
disproportionality in large data sets. However, Linoff and Berry (2011) warn that 
problems may occur when the model set does not reflect the relevant population and 
when data are at the wrong level of detail. 
Debating the Problem of Disproportionality 
A number of debates surround the existence of disproportionality. Researchers 
have found issues concerning the causes of disproportionality, the measurement and 
determination of disproportionality, and whether disproportionality is a problem within 
the field of special education. 
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Causes of Disproportionality 
A number of researchers have found connections between high rates of poverty 
and over-representation of students from ethnically and racially diverse backgrounds 
(Oswald, Coutinho, Best, & Singh, 1999; Artiles, 1998; Donovan & Cross, 2002). 
However, others have indicated that once controls have been made for socio-economic 
variables, the connections between disproportionality and poverty are very weak (Skiba, 
Poloni-Staudinger, Simmons, Feggins, & Chung, 2005). Another potential cause for 
disproportionality is the referral process itself. Numerous studies have indicated that 
students from ethnically and racially diverse backgrounds are more often referred for 
special education than students identified as White (Gottlieb, Gottlieb, & Trongone, 
1991; Hosp & Reschly, 2003; Bahr, Fuchs, Stecker, & Fuchs, 1991). 
The instruments for determining eligibility for special education services have 
been identified as a potential cause of disproportionality. In Larry P. v. Riles (1979), the 
court ruled IQ tests were culturally and racially biased. In Diana v. Board of Education 
(1970), nine Hispanic children were labeled as individuals with intellectual disabilities 
after having an IQ test administered in English. After the test had been administered in 
Spanish only one of the students actually qualified for special education. Though some 
researchers have found no bias in IQ tests (Jensen, 1980; Brown, Reynolds, & Whitaker, 
1999), others continue to find bias in IQ tests (Valencia & Suzuki, 2001).  Additionally, 
research has indicated the individuals who assess students also have an impact on test 
scores (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986). Another potential cause of disproportionality is 
institutional racism. O’Connor and Fernandez (2006) concluded that schools placed 
students from ethnically and racially diverse backgrounds at a greater risk for special 
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education referral than did poverty. Lee (2003) observed that the White, middle-class 
child was often the point of measure for other children and that the United States public 
school system was geared toward giving the educational advantage to White students. 
Blanchett, Mumford, and Beachum (2005) considered special education to be the latest 
incarnation of legal segregation as more students from ethnically and racially diverse 
backgrounds (e.g. African American) are systematically removed from the general 
population. “Blackness is relegated to deviance and Whiteness is normalized” (O’Connor 
& Fernandez, 2006, p. 9).   
Algozzine (2005) argued that disproportionality in special education is only a 
problem because the field has a history of not being effective. He maintained if special 
education actually worked, no one would care about who is referred and placed in special 
education programs. Algozzine (2005) further argued for a shift away from identifying 
rates of disproportionality to improving special education services and programs.  
However, Skiba, et al. (2008) suggested that data gathered regarding disproportionality 
provided a baseline as well as a means to monitor progress. Regardless of the views on 
disproportionality, most scholars agree that it remains a problem in the field of special 
education (Ford, 2012; Skiba, et al., 2008; Artiles, Kozleski, Trent, Osher, & Ortiz, 2010; 
Kaufman, Hallahan, & Ford, 1998; Coutinho & Oswald, 2000; Hosp & Reschly, 2004; 
Shealey, McHatton, & Wilson, 2012; Artiles & Trent, 1994; Blanchett, 2006; O’Connor 
& Fernandez, 2006).   
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Statement of the Problem 
Dunn (1968) stated issues regarding disproportionate representation were civil 
rights issues. Skiba, et al. (2008) suggested data gathered regarding disproportionality 
provides a baseline as well as a means to monitor progress. Since most studies at the state 
and national level have excluded analyses of all disability categories as well as excluded 
analyses of all race/ethnicity categories reported in the data sets regarding the use of 
exclusionary practices and incarceration, it is important to investigate all groups to 
determine whether or not issues regarding disproportionate representation persist. It is 
also important to identify patterns of disproportionate representation as these patterns 
might suggest policies and practices used by public schools may be discriminatory 
toward the very groups they were intended to support and serve. Additionally, 
disproportionality does not remain true for specific groups all of the time. DeVoe and 
Darling-Churchill (2008) found, by 2006, students identified as American Indian or 
Alaska Native were found to be 1.56 times more likely to be identified as needing special 
education services than all other racial/ethnicity categories combined, while students 
identified as African American were found to be 1.46 times likely to be identified as 
needing special education services. Further investigations into more recent data are 
needed to determine additional shifts in the over- and under-representation of groups. 
Without knowing which groups are disproportionately represented, it is difficult to 
determine what policies are effective at the state and national levels. 
This study explored the extent of disproportionate representation across all 50 
states and the District of Columbia regarding the use of exclusionary practices with 
students with disabilities ages 6 to 21. The main variables of interest were race/ethnicity 
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and disability categories during the school years of 2006 to 2011. This study also 
explored the extent of disproportionate representation of students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 in correctional facilities. The main variables of interest were race/ethnicity and 
disability categories for the school years of 2006 to 2011. The specific research questions 
addressed were: 
1. Which states had the highest rates of suspension/expulsion of students with 
disabilities ages 6-21 from public schools for each year from 2006 to 2011?  
2. Which disability category among the population of students with disabilities ages 
6-21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools at the national 
level for each year from 2006 to 2011? 
3. Which race/ethnicity category among the population of students with disabilities 
ages 6-21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools at the 
national level for each year from 2006 to 2011? 
4. Which disability category among the population of students with disabilities ages 
6-21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools in each of the top 
10 states with the highest removal rates of students with disabilities for each 
school year from 2006 to 2011? 
5. Which race/ethnic category among the population of students with disabilities 
ages 6-21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools in each of the 
top 10 states with the highest removal rates of students with disabilities for each 
school year from 2006 to 2011? 
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6. Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion rates of disability 
groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were suspended/expelled 
from schools in each school year from 2006 to 2011? 
7. Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion rates of 
race/ethnicity groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were 
suspended/expelled from schools in each school year from 2006 to 2011? 
8. Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion rates based on 
disability groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each school year 
from 2006 to 2011? 
9. Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion rates based on 
race/ethnicity groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each school 
year from 2006 to 2011? 
10. Which states had the highest rates of students with disabilities in corrections age 
6-21 for each year from 2007 to 2011?  
11. Which disability category among the population of students with disabilities age 
6-21 was most likely to be in corrections at the national level for each year from 
2007 to 2011? 
12. Which race/ethnicity category among the population of students with disabilities 
age 6-21 was most likely to be in corrections at the national level for each year 
from 2007 to 2011? 
13. Which disability category among the population of students with disabilities age 
6-21 was most likely to be in corrections in each of the top 10 states with the 
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highest rates of students with disabilities who were in corrections for each school 
year from 2007 to 2011? 
14. Which race/ethnic category among the population of students with disabilities age 
6-21 was most likely to be in corrections in each of the top 10 states with the 
highest rates of students with disabilities who were in corrections for each school 
year from 2007 to 2011? 
15. Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of disability groups of 
all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were in corrections for each school 
year from 2007 to 2011? 
16. Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of race/ethnicity 
groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were in corrections for each 
school year from 2007 to 2011? 
17. Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of disability groups in 
the population of students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each school year from 
2007 to 2011? 
18. Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of race/ethnicity 
groups in the population of students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each school 
year from 2007 to 2011? 
Significance of the Study 
This study will add to the research base concerning the exclusion of students with 
disabilities in several ways. First, this study will contribute to the knowledge base 
concerning disproportionality in the discipline of students with disabilities by updating 
studies conducted by Cooley (1995), Zhang, Katisyannis, and Herbst (2004), Krezmien, 
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Leone, and Achilles (2007), and Achilles, McLaughlin, and Croninger (2007). Second, 
this study will also add to the growing knowledge base concerning disproportionate rates 
of students with disabilities in correctional facilities by investigating disability categories, 
and the racial and ethnic composition of the population of students with disabilities who 
are incarcerated. 
Definitions 
 American Indian or Alaska Native. “A person having origins in any of the 
original peoples of North and South America (including Central America), and who 
maintains a tribal affiliation or community attachment” (U.S. Department of Education, 
2007, p. 59274). 
 Asian. “A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 
Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, 
India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam” 
(U.S. Department of Education, 2007, p. 59274). 
 Asian or Other Pacific Islander.  “A person having origins in any of the original 
peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands, 
including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the 
Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam. The Pacific Islands include Hawaii, Guam, 
and Samoa” (Data Accountability Center (DAC), 2013, p. 10). 
 Autism. A “developmental disability significantly affecting verbal and nonverbal 
communication and social interaction, generally evident before age three, that adversely 
affects a child’s educational performance. Other characteristics often associated with 
autism are engagement in repetitive activities and stereotyped movements, resistance to 
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environmental change or change in daily routines, and unusual responses to sensory 
experiences” IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. §300.8[c][1][i]). 
 Black or African American. “A person having origins in any of the Black racial 
groups of Africa” (U.S. Department of Education, 2007, p. 59274). 
 Black or African American (not  Hispanic). “A person having origins in any of 
the Black racial groups of Africa” (DAC, 2013, p. 10). 
 Correctional facility. A place where individuals who have been found guilty for 
committing crimes are sent by order of a court. 
 Deaf. Is a “hearing impairment that is so severe that the child is impaired in 
processing linguistic information through hearing, with or without amplification that 
adversely affects a child’s educational performance” (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. 
§300.8[c][3]). 
 Deaf-blindness. The “concomitant hearing and visual impairments, the 
combination of which causes such severe communication and other developmental and 
educational needs that they cannot be accommodated in special education programs 
solely for children with deafness or children with blindness” (IDEA Regulations, 34 
C.F.R. §300.8[c][2]). 
 Discipline. The use of strategies by school personnel to maintain an environment 
conducive to learning (Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004).  Discipline is also a set of 
strategies used by school personnel to help students learn to conduct themselves in school 
environments as well as teaching students about how their behavior affects others (Yell, 
Drasgrow, & Rozalski, 2001).   
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 Disproportionality. The over-representation of a particular group in a category 
(Dunn, 1968; Hosp & Reschly, 2004; Skiba, et al., 2008; Artiles & Trent, 1994; Reschley 
& Ward, 1991; Blanchett, 2006; Artiles, Kozleski, Trent, Osher, & Ortiz, 2010; Shealy, 
McHatton, & Wilson, 2012; Artiles & Bal, 2008; Chinn & Hughes, 1987), and the under-
representation of a particular group in a category (Shealy, McHatton, & Wilson, 2012; 
Valenzuela, Copeland, Qi, & Park, 2006; Artiles & Bal, 2008; Skiba, et al, 2008; Hosp & 
Reschly, 2004; Sullivan, 2011). 
 Emotional disturbance (ED). A “condition exhibiting one or more of the 
following characteristics over a long period of time and to a marked degree that adversely 
affects a child’s educational performance: (a) an inability to learn that cannot be 
explained by intellectual, sensory, or health factors, (b) an inability to build or maintain 
satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers, (c) inappropriate types of 
behavior or feelings under normal circumstances, (d) a general pervasive mood of 
unhappiness or depression, (e) a tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears 
associated with personal or school problems” (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. 
§300.8[c][4][i]). 
 Exclusionary practice. Disciplinary practices involving the removal of a student 
from the school setting (Losen, 2011; Adams, 2000; Vincent & Tobin, 2010; Morrison & 
Skiba, 2001; Brown, 2007; Michail, 2011). 
 Expulsion. The removal of a student from a school setting for the rest of a school 
year (Brown, 2007), or a permanent removal from the school setting (Morrison & Skiba, 
2001). 
 Hearing impairment. An “impairment in hearing, whether permanent or 
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fluctuating, that adversely affects a child’s educational performance but that is not 
included under the definition of deafness in this section” (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. 
§300.8[c][5]). 
 Hispanic or Latino. “A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or 
Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race” (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2007, p. 59274). 
 Incarceration. Placement in a correctional facility. 
 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004. The current iteration of 
federal special education law. It includes definitions of disability categories, service 
requirements, funding provisions, and provisions to allow students with disabilities to 
access and receive benefit from a free appropriate public education. 
 Intellectual disability (ID). Is “significantly subaverage general intellectual 
functioning, existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested 
during the developmental period, that adversely affects a child’s educational 
performance”(IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. §300.8[c][6]). 
 Mental Retardation (MR). Is ‘a disability characterized by significant 
limitations both in intellectual functioning and in adaptive behavior as expressed in 
conceptual, social, and practical adaptive skills. This disability originates before age 18” 
(Luckasson, Borthwick-Duffy, Buntinx, Coulter, Craig, Reeve, Schalock, Snell, 
Spitalnik, Spreat, & Tasse, 2002, p. 1).  
 Multiple disabilities.  Is “concomitant impairments (such as mental retardation-
blindness or mental retardation-orthopedic impairment), the combination of which causes 
such severe educational needs that they cannot be accommodated in special education 
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programs solely for one of the impairments. Multiple disabilities does not include deaf-
blindness” (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. §300.8[c][7]). 
 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander.  “A person having origins in any of the 
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands” (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2007, p. 59274). 
 Orthopedic impairment. Is a “a severe orthopedic impairment that adversely 
affects a child’s educational performance. The term includes impairments caused by a 
congenital anomaly, impairments caused by disease (e.g., poliomyelitis, bone 
tuberculosis), and impairments from other causes (e.g., cerebral palsy, amputations, and 
fractures or burns that cause contractures)” (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. §300.8[c][8]). 
! Other health impairment (OHI). Is “having limited strength, vitality, or 
alertness, including a heightened alertness to environmental stimuli, that results in limited 
alertness with respect to the educational environment, that—(i) Is due to chronic or acute 
health problems such as asthma, attention deficit disorder or attention deficit 
hyperactivity disorder, diabetes, epilepsy, a heart condition, hemophilia, lead poisoning, 
leukemia, nephritis, rheumatic fever, sickle cell anemia, and Tourette syndrome; and (ii) 
Adversely affects a child’s educational performance” (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. 
§300.8[c][9]). 
 Punishment. A court-ordered consequence that may include fines and placement 
in a correctional facility (Noble & Conley, 1992). 
 Specific learning disability (SLD). Is “a disorder in one or more of the basic 
psychological processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or 
written, that may manifest itself in the imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, 
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spell, or to do mathematical calculations, including conditions such as perceptual 
disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental 
aphasia. (ii) Disorders not included. Specific learning disability does not include learning 
problems that are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor disabilities, of mental 
retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or economic 
disadvantage” (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. §300.8[c][10]). 
 Speech/Language impairment. Is a “ communication disorder, such as 
stuttering, impaired articulation, a language impairment, or a voice impairment, that 
adversely affects a child’s educational performance” (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. 
§300.8[c][11]). 
 Students with disabilities. Students who have been found to need special 
education and related services due to living with one or more of the following disabilities: 
(a) intellectual disabilities, (b) autism, (c) hearing impairments (including deafness); (d) 
visual impairments (including blindness), (e) speech and language impairments, (f) 
emotional disturbance, (g) traumatic brain injury, (h) orthopedic impairments, (i) learning 
disabilities, and (j) other health impairments (IDEA, 20 U.S.C.  § 1401(3)). 
 Suspension. The short-term (less than 10 days) or long-term (more than 10 days) 
removal of a student from the school setting (Brown, 2007; Yell, 2012). 
 Traumatic brain injury (TBI). Is an “an acquired injury to the brain caused by 
an external physical force, resulting in total or partial functional disability or 
psychosocial impairment, or both, that adversely affects a child’s educational 
performance. Traumatic brain injury applies to open or closed head injuries resulting in 
impairments in one or more areas, such as cognition; language; memory; attention; 
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reasoning; abstract thinking; judgment; problem-solving; sensory, perceptual, and motor 
abilities; psychosocial behavior; physical functions; information processing; and speech. 
Traumatic brain injury does not apply to brain injuries that are congenital or 
degenerative, or to brain injuries induced by birth trauma” (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. 
§300.8[c]12]). 
 Two or more races. “A person having origins in two or more of the five race 
categories” (U.S. Department of Education, 2007, p. 59274). 
 Visual impairments. Is an “impairment in vision that, even with correction, 
adversely affects a child’s educational performance. The term includes both partial sight 
and blindness” (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. §300.8[c][13]). 
 White.  “A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the 
Middle East, or North Africa” (U.S. Department of Education, 2007, p. 59274). 
 White (not Hispanic): A person having origins in any of the original peoples of 
Europe, the Middle East, or North Africa. (DAC, 2013, p. 10) 
Limitations 
This study was limited in several ways: 
1. Data analyzed were only regarding the age group of 6 to 21 years in all 50  
states and the District of Columbia during the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011 
2. Data used excluded suppressed data. 
3. Some data were not suppressed or not available.  The numbers obtained may  
not be a true reflection of the numbers of students with disabilities who were 
disciplined or located in correctional facilities in all 50 states and the District of 
Columbia during data reporting years for 2006-2007 to 2011.  
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4. Disciplinary data were reported over the course of years (e.g. 2006-2007) and  
not reported at the same time as child count data.  
5. The numbers in the race/ethnicity groups of Asian, Native Hawaiian, and  
Other Pacific Islander were combined for the discipline data reporting years of 2008 
to 2010, and the educational environment data reporting years of 2008 and 2009.  
6. The nature of the study was exploratory; therefore, causality cannot be  
addressed. 
7. The way data were reported in each dataset did not allow for combinations  
of race/ethnicity and disability category when investigating disciplinary data and data 
regarding students with disabilities who are incarcerated. This made it impossible to 
know if more African American students with LD were removed from school than 
other students with disabilities, as well as determining if more American Indian 
students with ID were incarcerated than other students with disabilities. 
8. The state of Connecticut does not incarcerate children ages 6-11 (DAC, 2013). 
9. This study used data reported to the Data Accountability Center (DAC) under  
directives set forth by IDEA 2004. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
In order to review the literature regarding exclusionary practices used by public 
schools in the United States as well as students with disabilities in correctional facilities, 
search terms were used in a number of databases. Primary search terms included 
combinations of public schools, suspension, expulsion, exclusion, exclusionary practices, 
removal, corrections, correctional facilities, disproportionality, disproportionate 
representation, and students with disabilities. The databases used were Academic Search 
Premier, Education Full Text (H.W. Wilson), ERIC, MAS Ultra-School Edition, 
MasterFILE Premier, Primary Search, PsycARTICLES, PsycINFO, SocINDEX with full 
text, TOPIC Search, and Google Scholar. The first part of the literature review concerns 
students with disabilities and exclusionary practices followed by students with disabilities 
and correctional facilities. 
History and Purpose of Exclusionary Practices 
 Excluding students from the school setting when they violate school codes of 
conduct was not always a common practice. According to Adams (2000), as public 
school populations swelled during the 1950s and 1960s, the use of corporal punishment 
was viewed as a less efficient means of disciplining large numbers of students who 
violated school codes of conduct, and because of this, the use of exclusionary practices 
became more wide spread.  
 Two main purposes of using exclusionary practices are to remove students from 
school who break school codes of conduct when such removal is the desired outcome, 
and to bring attention to parents regarding the misbehavior of their children (American 
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Academy of Pediatrics Committee on School Health, 2003). Removing a troublesome 
student also brings about some relief to infuriated school staff (Bock, Tapscott, & Savner, 
1998; Mellard & Seybert, 1996). Losen (2011) identified three reasons for removing 
students from the school setting who violate school codes of conduct. The first reason 
was parents become more involved in improving the student’s behavior in the future. The 
second reason was when students are removed from the school setting, such removal acts 
as a deterrent for other students and sets an example for types of behavior that are not 
tolerated within the school environment. The third reason was school staff members are 
better able to maintain an environment conducive to learning when students who 
exhibited problem behaviors are removed.  
Impact of Exclusionary Practices 
 Though removing troublesome students from school setting may have some 
positive effects, students who are removed from the school setting are often at greater 
risk for dropping out of school (Skiba & Peterson, 1999; Costenbader & Markson, 1998; 
Bock, Tapscott, & Savner, 1998; Bakken & Kortering, 1999; Skiba, 2002; Arcia, 2006; 
Riordan, 2006; Baker, Derrer, Davis, Dinklage-Travis, Linder, & Nicholson, 2001).  
Hemphill and Hargreaves (2009) found students who were removed from the school 
environment were more likely to exhibit violent, anti-social behavior within one year of 
having been removed. Additionally, removing students from the school environment 
creates more opportunity for students to engage in delinquent behavior (Brownstein, 
2009; Cameron & Sheppard, 2006; Zhang, Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004; Baker, Derrer, 
Davis, Dinklage-Travis, Linder, & Nicholson, 2001; Adams, 2000; Walker & Sprague, 
1999), and can negatively impact a student’s sense of self-worth (Meier, Stewart, & 
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England, 1989; Talyor & Fairgray, 2005; Partington, 2001). Even though the negative 
effects of removing students from the school setting are well documented, the courts have 
upheld the use of exclusionary practices in cases such as Stuart v. Nappi (1978), Doe v. 
Koger, (1979), S-1 v. Turlington (1981), and Honig v. Doe (1988).  
The Rise of Zero-Tolerance Policies 
The U.S. Navy first used the idea of zero tolerance policies in 1983 when 40 
sailors suspected of drug abuse were reassigned to lower posts (Verdugo, 2002). The 
term of zero tolerance was then used again in 1986 and 1988 to refer to the impounding 
of vehicles used in drug trafficking (Verdugo, 2002). By the early 1990s, school districts 
across the nation had zero tolerance policies in place regarding students with weapons, 
drugs, and any other student behavior that was considered disruptive to the learning 
process (Skiba & Peterson, 1999; Giroux, 2003; Skiba, Reynolds, Graham, Sheras, 
Conoley, & Garcia-Vazquez, 2006). The main assumption of zero tolerance policies is 
students are less likely to engage in disruptive or difficult behavior when other students 
who engage in such behavior are removed from the school setting (Ewing, 2000). When 
the Gun-Free Schools Act of 1994 was passed, zero tolerance policies were in almost 
every public school in the United States (Verdugo, 2002). 
Gun Free Schools Act of 1994 
 Enacted on October 20, 1994, The Gun Free Schools Act (GFSA) is often 
considered an amendment to the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). When ESEA was reauthorized and renamed the No Child 
Left Behind Act in 2001 (NCLB), the GFSA remained intact and uncontested.  Central to 
 27"
the GFSA is the mandate that school districts must adopt what constitutes a zero 
tolerance policy regarding firearms in schools: 
Each State receiving Federal funds under any title of this Act shall have in effect a 
State law requiring local educational agencies to expel from school for a period of 
not less than 1 year a student who is determined to have brought a firearm to a 
school, or to have possessed a firearm at a school, under the jurisdiction of local 
educational agencies in that State, except that such State law shall allow the chief 
administering officer of a local educational agency to modify such expulsion 
requirement for a student on a case-by-case basis if such modification is in writing. 
(§ 4141) 
The GFSA defines a firearm in accordance with the definition of a firearm found in the 
United States Code, which states: 
(A) any weapon (including a starter gun) which will or is designed to or may 
readily be converted to expel a projectile by the action of an explosive; (B) the 
frame or receiver of any such weapon; (C) any firearm muffler or firearm 
silencer; or (D) any destructive device. Such term does not include an antique 
firearm. (§ 921 [a][3]) 
A destructive device is defined in the U.S. Code as: 
     (A) any explosive, incendiary, or poison gas –  
 (i) bomb 
 (ii) grenade, 
 (iii) rocket having a propellant charge of more than four 
       ounces, 
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 (iv) missile having an explosive or incendiary charge of more 
       than one-quarter ounce 
 (v)  mine, or 
 (vi) device similar to any of the devices described in the 
                        preceding clauses. (§ 921 [a][4]) 
 The GFSA provision allows school district officials to modify expulsions based 
on the type of offense. However, missing from the language in the GFSA are terms used 
frequently such as “weapons”, and “knives”, and though the definitions in GFSA are 
rigid, the mandates themselves do not discourage schools from adopting broader policies 
that could effectively make anything a weapon from water pistols (Murdock, 2013) and 
butter knives (Francescani, 2007) to candy canes (Fox, 2010).  
 GFSA also required that its mandates be carried out in accordance with IDEA 
1990; however, the mandate within the GFSA that obliged schools to expel students for 
up to one year for bringing a firearm to campus went against the provisions for 
disciplining students with disabilities under IDEA. In order to remedy this issue, the 
Jeffords Amendment of 1994 was added to IDEA 1990 (Yell, 2012). 
The Jeffords Amendment of 1994 
 The Jeffords Amendment of 1994 empowered school authorities to “to place a child 
with a disability who brings a firearm to school in an interim alternative placement for 45 
days” (Aleman, 1997, p. 5). The amendment effectively eliminated the “stay-put” 
provision while broadening and reinforcing the authority of schools to discipline students 
with disabilities (Yell, 2012). By the time IDEA 1990 was reauthorized in 1997, the term 
“firearm” was no longer present, and a number of other changes were introduced 
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concerning the discipline of students with disabilities. 
Students with Disabilities and Exclusionary Practices 
 Prior to the passage of IDEA 1997, little to no federal regulations existed 
pertaining to the use of exclusionary practices with students with disabilities who violated 
codes of conduct (Hartwig & Reusch, 2000). Prior to the passage of IDEA 1997, a 
number of court cases emerged as public schools grappled with the previous iterations of 
special education law and the use of exclusionary practices with the students with 
disabilities. In Stuart v. Nappi (1978) the United States District Court of Connecticut 
ruled that the expulsion of students with disabilities “not only jeopardizes their right to an 
education in the least restrictive environment, but is inconsistent with the procedures 
established by the Handicapped Act for changing the placement of disruptive children” (§ 
1243). The court further stated though expulsion was an acceptable disciplinary practice, 
the procedures in P.L. 94-142 protected students with disabilities from expulsion without 
due process. In Doe v. Koger (1979), the United States District Court of Indiana ruled 
that expulsion of students with disabilities was not prohibited by P.L. 94-142, but only 
prohibited when the disability was linked to the disruptive behavior of the student. The 
court stated the expulsion of students with disabilities must not be pursued until after a 
determination of whether or not the student has been appropriately placed has been made.  
In S-1 v. Turlington (1981), the Fifth Circuit United States Court of Appeals ruled that 
expulsion constituted a change of placement, and also determined that expulsion was also 
an acceptable disciplinary practice. However, students with disabilities could not be 
expelled without determining whether or not the disruptive behavior was due to the 
disability. 
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 Very few, if any, court cases dealt with the use of exclusionary practices with 
students with disabilities whose behavior constituted a substantial danger to self or 
others. The notion of dangerousness would not be addressed until Honig v. Doe in 1988. 
Honig v. Doe  
 In Honig v. Doe (1988), the United States Supreme Court first ruled on whether or 
not school authorities at the state or local level could “unilaterally exclude disabled 
children from the classroom for dangerous or disruptive conduct growing out of their 
disabilities” (§ 308). The case involved the expulsion of two students with emotional 
disorders for violent behavior directly linked to their disabilities. The Court observed that 
P.L. 94-142 did not contain a provision for removing students with disabilities from 
schools based on the need to protect students with disabilities from themselves or others, 
stating, “Conspicuously absent from § 1415(e)(3), however, is any emergency exception 
for dangerous students” (§ 325). In the Court’s decision, it was affirmed that school 
authorities could suspend a student with disabilities who posed a threat to self or others 
for up to ten days without effectively violating his or her rights under the procedural 
safeguards within P.L. 94-142, specifically, the “stay-put” provision, while expulsion 
hearings were conducted. 
Manifestation Determination 
Should the use of exclusionary practices result in the change of placement for a 
student with disabilities, schools are obligated to hold a manifestation determination 
within 10 school days of such a change (Yell, 2012). The manifestation determination is a 
hearing established to determine whether or not a student’s violation of school codes of 
conduct is linked to the student’s disability (Dagley, McGuire, & Evans, 1994). If it is 
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determined the infraction was not linked to the student’s disability and the individualized 
educational program (IEP) was found to be appropriate, the exclusionary practices used 
with students without disabilities may also be used with the student with disabilities 
(Yell, 2012). However, unlike the student without disabilities, the student with 
disabilities is still entitled to educational services provided in his or her IEP (Yell, 2012).  
If it is determined the infraction was linked to the student’s disability, or the IEP was 
found to be insufficient or not implemented correctly, the exclusionary practices used 
with students without disabilities do not apply (Yell, 2012). The IEP team must then 
conduct a functional behavior assessment (FBA) and develop a behavior intervention 
plan (BIP) or review the current BIP and adjust as needed (Yell, 2012). The student must 
then be returned to his or her original placement unless the IEP team and parents of the 
student agree to an alternative placement of the student (Yell, 2012). The only exception 
to the manifestation determination is when a student is unilaterally removed from the 
school setting for bringing a weapon or drugs to a school or school function, or causing 
serious bodily harm at a school or school function (Yell, 2012).  
Exclusionary Practices and IDEA 1997 
With the reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 
1997 (IDEA 1997), the history of administrative decisions and decisions in case law 
regarding discipline of students with disabilities from 1975 to 1997 was codified in the 
new amendments (Skiba, 2002). The disciplinary measures that were added to IDEA 
1997 mirrored the rise of zero tolerance disciplinary practices that emerged in the early 
1990s.  
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 With the passage of GFSA, and the subsequent reauthorizations of ESEA and 
IDEA 1990, disciplinary procedures for children with disabilities were altered to align 
with the new era of zero tolerance. In IDEA 1997, the disciplinary procedures stated that 
a child with a disability could be removed 
(ii) to an appropriate interim alternative educational setting for the same amount 
of time that a child without a disability would be subject to discipline, but for not 
more than 45 days if --  
 (I) the child carries a weapon to school or to a school function under the 
jurisdiction of a State or a local educational agency; or 
(II) the child knowingly possesses or uses illegal drugs or sells or solicits the sale 
of a controlled substance while at school or a school function under the 
jurisdiction of a State or local educational agency. [§ 615 (k)(1)] 
When IDEA 1997 was reauthorized after NCLB was passed 2001, the new IDEA was 
pushed into alignment mainly for the purpose of accountability. When the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA 2004) was enacted, the 
provisions regarding the discipline of children with disabilities were altered once again. 
Exclusionary Practices and IDEA 2004 
 The disciplinary provisions in IDEA 2004 contained much of the same language 
as stated in IDEA 1997:  
School personnel may remove a student to an interim alternative educational  
setting for not more than 45 school days without regard to whether the behavior is 
determined to be a manifestation of the child’s disability, in cases where a child—  
(i) carries or possesses a weapon to or at school, on school premises, or to or at a 
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school function under the jurisdiction of a State or local educational agency;  
(ii) knowingly possesses or uses illegal drugs, or sells or solicits the sale of a  
controlled substance, while at school, on school premises, or at a school 
function under the jurisdiction of a State or local educational agency; or  
(iii) has inflicted serious bodily injury upon another person while at school, on 
school premises, or at a school function under the jurisdiction of a State or 
local educational agency. [§ 615 (G)] 
Several differences must be noted between IDEA 1997 and IDEA 2004.  First, 
IDEA 1997 did not contain a special circumstance for removing a student with 
disabilities to an interim alternative education setting (IAES) for 45 days for causing 
serious physical harm to another person. Second, IDEA 2004 includes language that 
allows school personnel to disregard the connections between behavior and disability 
when they remove a child with disabilities to an IAES, where in IDEA 1997 such 
statements were not present, and furthermore, such statements were never present in P.L. 
94-142.  
 It must also be noted that there is a lack of clarity regarding how the term 
“weapon” entered into IDEA 1997 and IDEA 2004 when the GFSA specifically refers to 
the term “firearm” along with the U.S. code in which it is defined. A “firearm” is a 
“weapon”, but a “weapon” is not necessarily a “firearm”, even though both terms are 
often used for each other. The term “weapon” is much broader and can encompass a 
range of devices from butter knives (Francescani, 2007) and candy canes (Fox, 2010), to 
anything school personnel believe could be used to harm another person. Since IDEA 
2004 includes the term “weapon” and not “firearm”, it appears that the Act is less in 
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alignment with federal policy and more in alignment with broader zero tolerance policies 
created by school districts. 
Students with Disabilities and Disproportionate Representation in the Use of 
Exclusionary Practices 
 
A small number of studies have been conducted pertaining to disproportionate 
representation in the use of exclusionary practices with students with disabilities. Studies 
conducted tend to involve state or national level data sets. The follow review of studies 
begins with national level studies followed by state level studies. 
National Level Studies of Disproportionality in the Use of Exclusionary Practices 
and Students with Disabilities 
Zhang, Katsiyannis, and Herbst (2004) conducted a study of school disciplinary 
data in the Annual Reports to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act for the years 1998-1999 to 2001-2002. The data samples for 
the year 1998-1999 differed from the data samples from the years 2000-2002 in how the 
data were reported. The 1998-1999 had three categories for removal of disabilities. The 
three categories were (a) unilateral removal by school staff for weapon and drug 
violations, (b) removal by a hearing officer for infliction injuries, and (c) removal from 
school for 10 days or more. For the first two categories of removal, data were reported 
based on disability category and race/ethnicity category, while data for the third type of 
removal were reported according to all disabilities without separating the specific 
disability categories. The data samples for the years 2000-2002, included a category of 
removal for less than 10 days, and data for the categories of removal were reported using 
race/ethnicity and disability categories. The 1998-1999 data were not used in comparative 
analyses, because they were dissimilar from the data reported in 2000-2002. 
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 The variables studied were (a) type of disciplinary removal, (b) year, (c) 
race/ethnicity, (d) disability, and (e) census region. Each variable contained a number of 
sub categories. The disciplinary removal variable contained sub categories of (a) removal 
by school staff, (b) removal by hearing officer, (c) long-term suspension, and (d) short-
term suspension. The year variable included the years (a) 1998-1999, (b) 1999-2000, (c) 
2000-2001, and (d) 2001-2002. The race/ethnicity variable included (a) African 
American, (b) American Indian/Alaskan Native, (c) Caucasian, (d) Asian, and (e) 
Hispanic. The disability variable consisted of (a) all disability areas, (b) learning 
disabilities, (c) emotional disturbance, and (d) intellectual disabilities; and the census 
region variable consisted of (a) Northeast, (b) West, (c) South, and (d) Midwest.  
Three analyses were conducted to examine the data. The first analysis involved 
graphing each type of removal by disability and racial group across the school years of 
1999-2000 to 2001-2002 in order to identify trends. The trends indicated an overall 
increase of removal rates for all racial categories with African American students being 
removed most often, followed by American Indian/Alaskan Native and Hispanic 
students. Identified trends of removal rates based on disability category indicated students 
with ED were removed most often, followed by students with LD. Overall, students with 
ED and LD were removed more often than all students with disabilities. Students with 
intellectual disabilities (ID) were removed less often than all students with disabilities. 
The second analysis involved ranking states to determine which states had the greatest 
removal rates based on race/ethnicity and disability category. States with the highest rates 
of removal of students with disabilities in two or more racial groups for the years of 
1999-2002 included Alaska, Delaware, Montana, Texas, and Utah. The states with the 
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highest removal rates for all disability categories for the years 1999-2002 included 
Alaska, Montana, Delaware, Florida, and North Carolina. The third analysis consisted of 
using repeated-measures multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) to investigate the 
effect of disability category on removal rates, and to investigate the effect of 
race/ethnicity categories on removal rates, and comparing removal rates among regions 
of the United States. Two series of MANOVA were conducted in three different 
analyses. The first series of analyses compared one type of removal (i.e. short-term, long-
term) with year and racial group among regions. The results were significant in the areas 
of removal of students by school personnel, long-term suspension, and short-term 
suspension. For students with disabilities removed by school personnel, results indicated 
students with disabilities in the West region were removed at greater rates than students 
with disabilities in the Northeast, Midwest, or South regions. For long-term suspension, 
significant differences emerged in the school year of 2001-2002 versus years 2000-2001 
and 1999-2000, revealing a wide gap in removal for students with disabilities identified 
as African American or Hispanic and students identified as Caucasian. The gap indicated 
Caucasian students experienced fewer long-term suspensions. For short-term 
suspensions, the results indicated African American students with disabilities were more 
likely to be suspended on a short-term basis than Caucasian or Hispanic students. 
The second series of MANOVAs investigated each type of removal from the first 
series by year and the disability categories of LD, ED, and ID along with regional 
comparisons. For removal of students by school personnel, findings were significant 
between disability and year, and between region and disability. During the 2000-2001 
school year, removal of students with LD and ED increased, but decreased for the 2001-
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2002 school year. Results also indicated the removal rates of students with ID decreased 
in 2000-2001, but increased in 2001-2002. Regionally, students were more likely to be 
removed in the West than in all other regions. For long-term removal, findings were 
significant between year and disability. Removal of students with ED increased 
significantly from 1999-2000 to 2001-2002, and removal of students with LD and ID 
decreased slightly in 2000-2001, with a significant increase in 2001-2002.  For short-term 
removal, findings were significant between disability and region. The findings indicated 
that students identified with ED, LD, or ID received more short-term removals in the 
South region than in all other regions. Though significant differences were found in a 
number of areas in the study, the disability categories were limited to LD, ED, and ID, 
and all other specific disability categories were omitted. Additionally, the data used in the 
study were reported under IDEA 1997, and only covered the years 1998-1999 to 2001-
2002. The study also focused on regional differences within the population of students 
with disabilities and excluded looking at differences at the national level. 
Achilles, McLaughlin, and Croninger (2007) conducted a study to identify factors 
that make students with disabilities more likely to experience school exclusionary 
practices. The data were taken from the first wave of the Special Education Elementary 
Longitudinal Study (SEELS), which covered the years 2000 and 2001. The participants in 
the study were 1,824 students identified as LD, ED, or as having other health 
impairments (OHI) with a specific diagnosis of attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder.  
Two series of logistic regressions were used to analyze data involving disability, age, 
gender, race/ethnicity, sociocultural risks (for school exclusion), school exclusion, 
individual student, family, and community characteristics, as well as the history of the 
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student’s special education services. The race/ethnicity category labels used in the study 
were (a) Caucasian, (b) African American, and (c) Hispanic. The first series of logistic 
regressions involved students identified as LD as a comparison group in analyzing 
removal rates of students identified as ED and OHI. The second series involved adding 
the factors of child and family characteristics, such as with whom the child lived (two 
parents, legal guardian, foster parents, etc.), and the socio-economic status of the family, 
community characteristics (urban, suburban, or rural), and the history of the student’s 
special education. Each factor was added to the first regression model, and the change to 
that model was then analyzed. 
The results from the first series of logistic regressions indicated students with ED 
and OHI (with the primary diagnosis of ADHD) were more likely to be removed from the 
school setting than students with LD. Additionally, students identified as African 
American and students identified as Hispanic were more likely to be removed than 
students identified as Caucasian, and students who were older and male were also more 
likely to be removed. When the factor of family characteristics was introduced, the risk of 
removal for Hispanic students was no longer found to be significant. When the 
community/school experience factor was added, the results indicated students involved in 
sports were more likely to be removed from school. The results from the special 
education service history factor revealed no difference between age of onset of service 
and risk for exclusion. 
 The results from the second series indicated students identified as African 
American from all three disability areas who were also male had the greatest risk for 
being removed from school, and students identified as Hispanic with LD also had the 
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greatest risk for removal. When the factor of family characteristics was added, 
significance was no longer found regarding risk of suspension or expulsion for students 
identified as African American with ED and students identified as Hispanic with LD.  
The addition of the community/school experience revealed a significant difference 
between students identified as Hispanic and student identified as Caucasian with ED, 
with students identified as Hispanic having lower rates of removal when compared to 
students identified as Caucasian. Students with ED and OHI (with ADHD) involved in 
community and school based activities and sports indicated no risk for suspension or 
expulsion, while students with LD involved with school sports teams indicated a greater 
risk for suspension or expulsion. No significant difference was found regarding the 
relationship between the onset of special education services and the risk for suspension or 
expulsion from school. Though significant relationships were found on many levels in 
this study only three disability areas were investigated, the study excluded numbers in the 
data set of students identified as Asian and American Indian or Alaska Native who were 
suspended or expelled.  
 Duran, Zhou, Frew, Kwok, and Benz (2011) conducted a study to examine the 
effect of social skills on suspension/expulsion rates. The study involved 1,438 
participants from Wave 1 of the Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study 
(SEELS) conducted in 1999. The age range of the participants was from 7 years to 14 
years. Selection of participant data was based on social skill reporting by teachers and 
parents. In order to be included in the study, participants had to be reported by both 
teachers and parents as having high social skills, or low social skills. Children reported as 
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having high social skills by teachers and low social skills by parents, or vice versa, were 
excluded. 
 The dependent variables were high versus low social skills and 
suspension/expulsion. Five independent variables based on participant characteristics 
were also included and uses as predictors. The independent variables were (a) age, (b) 
gender, (c) race/ethnicity, (d) disability category, and (e) household income.  Data were 
analyzed using logistic regression in three different models. The first regression analysis 
investigated relationships between student characteristics and social skills. The second 
regression analysis investigated effects of student characteristics on suspension/expulsion 
rates, and the last regression analysis included suspension/expulsion rates, the 
independent variables, and high/low social skills. 
 The results for the first regression model indicated female participants were more 
than twice as likely to receive a high score for social skills than males. Participants with 
emotional disturbances were 10 times more likely to be rated by teachers and parents as 
having low social skills, while participants with attention deficit hyperactivity disorder  
(ADHD) were twice as likely to be rated by teachers and parents has having low social 
skills. The results from the second regression model indicated participants who were 
identified as older males with emotional disturbances or ADHD, and were also identified 
as Black or African American and came from lower income households were more likely 
to be suspended or expelled. The results for the last regression model indicated a 
significant reduction of suspension/expulsion rates for participants with emotional 
disturbances when social skills were considered.  
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 Though this study did not investigate disproportionate representation, the results 
indicated that students with emotional disturbance are more likely to be suspended or 
expelled than other students with other disabilities. This study also indicated that students 
with disabilities who are identified as Black or African American are also more likely to 
be suspended or expelled than students with disabilities identified as other race/ethnicity 
categories. 
State Level Studies of Disproportionality in the Use of Exclusionary Practices and 
Students with Disabilities 
Cooley (1995) conducted one of the first studies to examine the use of 
exclusionary practices by schools with students with disabilities who violate school codes 
of conduct. In the study, 552 secondary school administrators were surveyed in the state 
of Kansas to investigate differences in suspension and expulsion rates between students 
with and without disabilities. Of the 552 administrators who were sent surveys, 441 
responded. Of the 441 respondents, 47 reported no suspensions or expulsions during the 
time the study was conducted. Rates of suspension and expulsion were investigated using 
a number of variables such as gender, race/ethnicity, and special education students 
(within the population of all students receiving special education services, including those 
who were identified as gifted and talented). The terms used for race/ethnicity groups were 
(a) Asian, (b) Black, (c) Hispanic, (d) Native American, and (e) White. Results for gender 
(N = 1093) indicated a significant difference between the numbers of males suspended or 
expelled (83%) compared to females (17%). The results regarding race/ethnicity 
indicated significance in the suspension or expulsion rates of Asian and Native American 
students (N = 1081, p = .0006) who were found to be half as likely to be suspended or 
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expelled when compared to other students. White students made up less than 2% of the 
entire number of students suspended or expelled, but also represented just over 3% of the 
total number of suspension and expulsions reported in the study. Interestingly, no 
differences in suspension and expulsion rates were found between students identified as 
Black, Hispanic, or White. The results for students receiving special education services 
revealed students with disabilities were disproportionality suspended or expelled (N = 
1085, p < .0001) at greater rates when compared to all students receiving special 
education services in the state of Kansas. Students identified as gifted and talented were 
disproportionality suspended or expelled at lesser rates. The number of students with 
disabilities suspended or expelled in the study was 24%, while students with disabilities 
made up 11% of the entire population of schools in the state of Kansas. The main 
disability categories with the highest rates of suspension or expulsion were learning 
disabilities (LD) and emotional disturbance (ED). Students with ED made up 1% of the 
population of Kansas schools, yet represented 11% of the population of students who 
were suspended or expelled, while students with LD made up 4.5% of the population of 
Kansas public schools, and 11% of the population of students suspended or expelled. 
 Though the results of this study reported a number of significant differences 
between the rates of suspension or expulsion concerning race/ethnicity groups, gender, 
and students with and without disabilities, this study was limited to numbers of students 
in the state of Kansas and the school year of 1994-1995. This study also did not 
investigate the race/ethnicity groups within the population of students with disabilities.  
Perhaps differences in this area could have been found. 
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Krezmien, Leone, and Achilles (2006) conducted a study of disciplinary data in 
the state of Maryland from 1995-2003. The participants in the study were all public 
school students in the state of Maryland. Data were analyzed in three ways. First, the 
number of suspensions per 1,000 students and the number of students suspended per 
1,000 students were calculated. Second, data were analyzed using a logistic regression 
model to examine disproportionate rates of suspension of students based on race. The 
race/ethnicity category labels used in the study were (a) White, (b) African American, (c) 
Hispanic, (d) Asian, and (e) American Indian. The dependent variable was suspension, 
and race was used as a predictor variable. Students identified as White were used as the 
reference category and all races/ethnicities were compared to the White category. Third, 
race and disability were combined and analyzed using logistic regression for data from 
the years 2001 to 2003. Suspension was the dependent variable and race by disability 
categories were the independent variable. By combining race with disability, 40 distinct 
categories were formed (i.e. students identified as White with LD, students identified as 
African American with ID, etc.) and compared to students identified as White without 
disabilities. 
 The results of the logistic regression model for suspension by race indicated 
significant odds ratios regarding suspension rates of students identified as African 
American and students identified as White, with students identified as African American 
suspended more often than students identified as White. Significant odds ratios were also 
found between the suspension rates of students identified as American Indian and 
students identified as White during the last five years of the data, with students identified 
as American Indian suspended more often than student identified as White. Students 
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identified as Asian were found to be less likely to be suspended than students identified 
as White and students identified as Hispanic. 
 The results of the analysis of disciplinary data where race and disability were 
combined indicated significant odds ratios for each racial/ethnic group. Odds ratios were 
significant and substantial for racial/ethnic groups in the disability area of ED, with 
suspension of students identified as African American with ED reported as having the 
highest rate of suspensions. Odds ratios for suspensions were also high in the OHI 
category for students identified as Hispanic, students identified as American Indian, and 
students identified as Hispanic, but were much higher for students identified as African 
American. For students with LD, odds ratios were highest among students identified as 
African American, and this was also found in the categories of students identified as 
African American with ID and with speech/language impairments. Autism was the only 
disability category in which all racial/ethnic odds ratios were found to be lower than 
those found with students identified as White without disabilities. 
 While the results of this study indicated significant disproportion in suspension 
rates between racial/ethnic groups with and without disabilities when compared to 
students identified as White without disabilities, the study focused on data from the state 
of Maryland during the years 1995 to 2003. Additionally, researches have suggested 
using students identified as White as the comparison group rather than comparing each 
group against all other groups promotes the notion of white privilege (Blanchett, 2006; 
Wildman & Grillo, 1991). 
 Vincent, Sprague, and Tobin (2012) analyzed data from one state in the Pacific 
Northwest regarding disproportionality in exclusionary practices used by public schools 
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during the 2009-2010 school year. The sample size was 147,850 disciplinary actions that 
resulted in exclusion from school and involved 64,088 unduplicated students in 1,195 
schools in the state. During 2009-2010, a total of 559,251 students were enrolled in 
public schools in the state. Discipline records contained information regarding each 
student’s gender, grade level, disability status (yes or no), and race/ethnicity. The 
race/ethnicity terms used in the study were (a) American Indian/Alaska Native (AI/AN), 
(b) Asian/Pacific Islander, (c) Hispanic, (d) African-American, (e) White, (f) Multiracial, 
and (g) Unknown. Students who were reported as Hispanic and another race/ethnicity 
were reported as Hispanic. Students who experienced exclusionary practices were mostly 
male (67.1% of the sample), and mostly in grades 9 to 12 (51.1% of the sample).  
 The state dataset contained the type of discipline and the duration. Five types of 
discipline resulting in exclusion were evident in the dataset. The five types were (a) in-
school suspension (ISS), (b) out-of-school suspension (OSS), (c) removal to alternative 
education, (d) truancy, and (e) expulsion (EXP). In the study, ISS was defined as a short-
term, temporary exclusion from the regular classroom while still staying within the 
school environment. OSS was defined as removal from the school to a different setting. 
Removal to alternative education was defined as removing a student with a disability to 
another setting for no more than 45 days. Truancy was defined as eight unexcused 
absences of one-half day in one month. Expulsion was defined as the removal of a 
student from school for the remainder of the school year or longer. ISS, OSS, EXP, and 
removal to alternative education were group as duration, and truancy was not.  
 Descriptive analyses were used to analyze data to assess the extent of 
disproportionality of students from race/ethnicity categories with and without disabilities. 
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Results for students without disabilities indicated students identified as White were 
under-represented in all five disciplinary actions, followed by students identified as 
Asian/Pacific Islander. Overall, students identified as Hispanic were over-represented 
most discipline actions, followed by students identified as African-American and students 
identified as American Indian/Alaska Native.  
 Results for students with disabilities indicated students identified as White and 
students identified as Asian/Pacific Islander were under-represented in ISS, OSS, EXP, 
and Truancy, but not in removal to alternative education. Conversely, students identified 
as Hispanic were over-represented in ISS, OSS, EXP, and truancy, and under-represented 
in removal to alternative education. Students identified as African-American were over-
represented in OSS and truancy, while students identified as American Indian/Alaska 
Native most over-represented in removal to alternative education. 
 Follow-up Chi-square goodness of fit tests were conducted, and groups were 
compared. The students identified as White served as the comparison group. For 
race/ethnicity groups without disabilities, results indicated the rates of all five types of 
disciplinary actions differed significantly between students identified as White, and 
students identified in other race/ethnicity categories. The results for race/ethnicity groups 
with disabilities indicated significant differences of rates of ISS, OSS, truancy, and 
expulsion between students identified as White and students identified in all other 
race/ethnicity categories. Differences were only significant between students identified as 
White and students identified as American Indian/Alaska Native regarding removal to 
alternative education. 
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 Descriptive analyses were also used to determine differences and similarities of 
race/ethnicity groups with and without disabilities regarding duration of disciplinary 
actions resulting in exclusion from school, as well as an analysis of variance (ANOVA). 
Results from the descriptive analyses for students without disabilities indicated students 
identified as African-American lost the most days due to disciplinary exclusions, 
followed by students identified as American Indian/Alaska Native. Students identified as 
Asian/Pacific Islander lost the fewest days, followed by students identified as White. 
Students identified as Hispanic lost the most days to ISS, followed by students identified 
as American Indian/Alaska Native. The results for students with disabilities indicated 
students identified as African-American lost the most days overall due to disciplinary 
exclusions followed by students identified as Hispanic. The results of the ANOVA 
indicated no significant interaction between student disability status and race/ethnicity 
category. For the number of days lost, the effect of race/ethnicity was significant (F [4, 
60317] = 17.927, p < .0005) as was disability status (F [1, 60317] = 5.505, p = .019). 
Race/ethnicity was reported as having a moderately more powerful impact than disability 
status on the amount of time students were out of the classroom.  
 In the limitations section of this study, the authors discussed how the dataset only 
contained whether or not student was a student with disability and made no mention of 
disability categories. Because of this, exploring disproportionate representation regarding 
disability categories and exclusionary practices was not possible. Additionally, data for 
students identified as multiracial or unknown were also not available; therefore the effect 
of their inclusion into the calculations was not obtained.   
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Purpose of Correctional Facilities 
The primary purpose of the American prison system is to punish criminals 
(Cornelius, 2010). Within the primary purpose of the system there exists multiple 
functions. Champion (2005) defined these functions as:  (a) retribution, or society’s 
desire for just punishment based on offences, (b) deterrence, meaning that the sentences 
meted out to criminals will prevent others from committing crimes, (c) incapacitation or 
isolation, which aims to prevent criminals from recommitting crimes, (d) rehabilitation, 
or attempting to alter the behavior of criminals, (e) reintegration, which is based on the 
idea that criminals will eventually be released into the community, and (f) control, which 
is the  system of rules for maintaining order. The functions of the prison system are based 
in ideologies of punishment, treatment, and prevention; at times the ideologies overlap 
such as when rehabilitation programs lend to deterring criminal behavior (Cornelius, 
2010).  
Impact of Incarceration 
 Incarceration can have lifelong negative effects (Pettit & Western, 2004).  
Depending on the type of offense, upon re-entry into the community, individuals who 
have been incarcerated may face a loss of welfare benefits and employment options 
(Mauer, 2003; Uggen & Manza, 2002; Western, 2002). Such a loss of options prevents 
individuals with records of incarceration the opportunity to engage in mainstream 
economic life (Wacquant, 2000). Additionally, depending on the nature of their 
imprisonment, individuals may lose the right to vote and to access financial aid to help 
support access to higher education (Mauer, 2003). Since more people with disabilities 
already experience poverty (Stapleton, O’Day, Livermore, & Imparato, 2005; Wehman, 
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2006), the addition of a criminal record may create an insurmountable barrier to living a 
life without resorting to more criminal behavior. 
IDEA 2004 and Correctional Facilities 
 
 In Green v. Johnson (1981), the U.S. District Court of Massachusetts affirmed 
that when a student with a disability enters a correctional facility, the student with a 
disability is still entitled to a free appropriate public education. Since Green, a number of 
cases have emerged in which students with disabilities held in correctional facilities bring 
suits against those facilities due to lack of service provision (Leone & Meisel, 1997). 
IDEA 2004 contains a number of provisions regarding students with disabilities who 
enter correctional facilities. Typically, individuals who enter into a correctional facility 
lose rights and privileges (Mauer, 2003; Petersilia, 1997); however, students who have 
been identified as students with disabilities through the age of 21 years, or had been 
identified as a student with a disability and is still within age services limits upon entry 
into a correctional facility must be provided with special education services (IDEA 
Regulations, 34 C.F.R § 300.102 [a][2][ii]). Though students with disabilities, by law, are 
to be provided with special education services while in correctional facilities, they are not 
required to participate in general assessments (IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. § 300.324 
[d][1][i]), and should the student with a disability age out of services prior to release from 
a correctional facility, transition planning and services are not required to be provided 
(IDEA Regulations, 34 C.F.R. § 300.324 [d][1][ii]). 
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The “School-to-Prison Pipeline” 
 Along with the rise of zero-tolerance policies used by schools, many states have 
passed punitive regulations that allow schools to involve police when students violate 
school codes of conduct (Fowler, 2011; Wald & Losen, 2003). The combined zero-
tolerance school policies and state and local criminal codes have often been referred to as 
the “school-to-prison pipeline” (Wald & Losen, 2003). The groups who most often 
populate the school-to-prison-pipeline tend to belong to a lower social-economic status 
(Chapman, Desai, Falzer, & Borum, 2006; Ludwig, Duncan, & Hirschfield, 2001), come 
from historically marginalized racial and ethnic backgrounds (Nicholson-Crotty, 
Birchmeier, & Valentine, 2009; Chapman, Desai, Falzer, & Borum, 2006; Wordes & 
Jones, 1998), and have been identified as a students with a disability (Leone, Drakeford, 
& Meisel, 2002; Leone, Zaremba, Chapin, & Isili, 1995).   
Students with Disabilities and Disproportionate Representation in 
Correctional Facilities 
 Rutherford, Nelson, and Wolford (1985) referred to the prison environment as the 
most restrictive setting when it comes to students with disabilities receiving special 
education services. Researchers have identified disproportionate numbers of students 
with disabilities in correctional facilities (Morgan, 1979; Murphy, 1986; Katsiyannis & 
Murry, 2000; Leone, Meisel, & Drakeford, 2002; Quinn, Rutherford, Leone, Osher, and 
& Poirier, 2005; Ochoa & Eckes, 2005; Morris & Thompson, 2008). 
 A small number of studies regarding disproportionate representation of students 
with disabilities have been conducted. Some studies are not specifically focused on 
determining disproportionate representation of students with disabilities in correctional 
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facilities, but disproportionate representation of particular groups emerges within the 
results of the studies. Most studies regarding students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities tend to focus on prevalence rates. The following review of available studies 
begins with nation studies of disproportionate representation of students with disabilities 
in correctional facilities, followed by state level studies, and then studies conducted at 
single correctional facility levels.  
National Level Studies of Disproportionate Representation of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities 
 Morgan (1979) conducted one of the first studies to determine prevalence rates of 
students with disabilities served in correctional facilities. The study involved an analysis 
of data obtained from surveys sent to administrators of juvenile detention facilities in all 
50 states and five U.S. territories. The survey included definitions of disability categories 
from the Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (EAHCA 1975), teacher 
certification, categories of major educational programs, expenditures related to education, 
costs, and population numbers. The number of responses to the surveys was 204 (N = 
204), and administrators from all states and territories responded except for the U.S. 
Virgin Islands. The results regarding students with disabilities who received special 
education services under EAHCA 1975 in correctional facilities indicated 42.4% of all 
individuals in juvenile correctional facilities (N = 26,763) in the survey data were 
students with disabilities. The most prevalent disability category was ED, followed by 
LD, and then ID. California had the largest number of students with disabilities served in 
juvenile corrections (N = 1,357), and Utah had the smallest (N = 8).  Kansas, Maine, and 
Idaho reported 100% of the populations of juvenile correctional facilities were students 
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with disabilities, which were the highest percentages among all the states, while South 
Carolina reported students with disabilities made up only 4% of the entire population in 
juvenile correctional facilities.  
 Though the study was one of the first to identify prevalence rates of juveniles with 
disabilities served in juvenile correctional facilities, the results of the study only included 
the disability categories of ED, LD, and ID, and all other disability categories contained 
in EAHCA 1975 were excluded. Furthermore, racial and ethnic categories within the 
population of students with disabilities served in juvenile corrections were also excluded 
from the study. Percentages of incarcerated youth with disabilities were compared; 
however, the comparison was very limited. Results were discussed in terms of least and 
most, and only centered on four states, and no discussion was included regarding the 
population findings of incarcerated youth in Kansas, Maine, and Idaho. The found 
prevalence rates were highest for students with ED, LD, and ID; however, the results did 
not indicate which disability categories were highest in each of the states.  Additionally, 
the time frame in which data were collected was not discussed in the study, therefore, as 
state rates of incarceration fluctuate, comparisons between state populations are only 
possible if data are collected within the same time frame and not during different months 
or times of the year. 
 Rutherford, Nelson, and Wolford (1985) conducted a survey of 85 state-level 
departments of corrections, and 50 state departments of education to investigate the 
number of students with disabilities who were being served in correctional facilities. The 
participants were state directors of correctional education and state directors of special 
education. The participants provided information pertaining to the estimated number of 
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students with disabilities served in their states’ correctional facilities as well as the 
number of students with disabilities served by educational programs in correctional 
facilities. Participants were also surveyed on services available to inmates with 
disabilities. Results of the survey data regarding estimates and actual numbers of students 
with disabilities in correctional facilities indicated the population of state juvenile 
correctional facilities at the time of the survey was 33,190 of which 92% (N = 30,681) 
were in educational programs. The estimated percentage of students with disabilities 
served in correctional facilities was 28% (N = 9,443), with a reported range of 0% to 
100%. The percentage of all juveniles receiving special education services in correctional 
facilities was 23% (N = 7,570). The results of this study, specifically the numbers of 
incarcerated youth with and without disabilities, were compared to Morgan’s (1979) 
findings and revealed an overall increase in the population of juvenile corrections and 
overall decrease in the number of students with disabilities in juvenile corrections. 
 Though this study obtained prevalence rates of students with disabilities served in 
juvenile corrections, missing from the results are the disability categories and the 
numbers therein that make up the population of students with disabilities served in 
juvenile correctional facilities. Racial and ethnic categories of juvenile corrections 
populations were also excluded.  
 Bullock and McArthur (1994) conducted a survey of state level administrators in 
all 50 states and The District of Columbia, who were responsible for juvenile corrections 
programs. The administrators were asked to identify the number of incarcerated youth 
with disabilities in their juvenile correctional facilities as well as the number of all youth 
incarcerated in those facilities. The response rate was 60%. The results indicated the 
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entire population of youth offenders incarcerated in all states, based on the data obtained, 
was 39,000, and youth with disabilities represented 23% of all youth incarcerated.  
Results from Hawaii indicated a total youth offender population of 62, and 30 were 
identified as individuals with disabilities.  Both Nevada and Oklahoma reported 100% of 
their youth offender populations were youth with disabilities; however, no discussion was 
included to explain how 100% of youth in offender populations were youth with 
disabilities in these two states. Results also indicated states with bigger populations of 
youth in prison had lower rates of youth with disabilities who were incarcerated.  
California had 13% of its youth offender population of 8,673 reported as youth with 
disabilities, while Michigan reported a total youth offender population of 3,950 with 
youth offenders with disabilities representing 7% of the total youth offender population. 
The prevalence of youth with disabilities who were incarcerated at the time of this study 
does not necessarily indicate disproportionality; however, the response rate was only 
60%. Disability categories were not separated and discussed, as well as racial/ethnic 
groups within the population of youth with disabilities who were incarcerated during the 
time of the study.  
 Quinn, Rutherford, Leone, Osher, and Poirier (2005) conducted a national survey 
to investigate the percentages of students with disabilities in juvenile correctional 
facilities and the disability categories served in those facilities. The participants were 51 
directors of state juvenile correctional departments and combined juvenile and adult 
correctional departments. The juvenile corrections departments of all 50 states, including 
The District of Columbia, were surveyed regarding every youth up to the age of 22 who 
were incarcerated. Each director surveyed was asked to answer questions by using data 
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provided by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) obtained on December 1, 
2000. Nine directors of all combined juvenile and adult corrections facilities and 42 
directors of all juvenile corrections facilities were sent surveys. All combined juvenile 
and adult corrections directors responded to the surveys (N = 9), and 29 directors of 
juvenile corrections returned the surveys. The response rate was 75%. Results from the 
analysis of the surveys indicated 33,831 juveniles were incarcerated across the states with 
a range of 30 to 7,827, and a median of 504. The range of students with disabilities in 
corrections across all states that responded was 23 to 1,605, with a median of 160. The 
survey data indicated the total number of students with disabilities in corrections was 
8,613, with an average prevalence rate of 33.4%, and a range of 9.1% to 77.5%, with a 
median of 33%. The results from the data analysis of the surveys for disability categories 
of students with disabilities who were incarcerated indicated the disability categories of 
ED, LD, ID, OHI, and multiple disabilities. Of the total number of students with 
disabilities who were incarcerated, ED represented 47.7%, LD represented 38.6%, ID 
represented 9.7%, OHI represented 2.9%, and multiple disabilities represented 0.8%. 
Though the study identified prevalence rates of students with disabilities served in 
correctional facilities, it was limited only to students with disabilities served in those 
environments and did not include an analysis of race/ethnicity categories.  
State Level Studies of Disproportionate Representation of Students with Disabilities 
in Correctional Facilities 
 Zenz and Langelett (2004) conducted a study regarding students with disabilities 
held in public juvenile correctional facilities in the state of Wisconsin. Surveys were sent 
to 18 superintendents of juvenile correctional facilities within the state of Wisconsin to 
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collect data regarding numbers of students with disabilities in public juvenile correctional 
facilities. Data were obtained from 13 of the juvenile correctional facilities. Of the 13 
centers, data came from 12 of the surveys and data having been gathered by one of the 
researchers at one of juvenile correctional facilities. Data regarding number of students 
with disabilities in the public school system of Wisconsin were obtained from the 
Wisconsin Department of Education. Percentages of students with disabilities in the 
public school system in Wisconsin and percentages of students with disabilities in public 
juvenile correctional facilities were compared and a t-score and p value were calculated. 
The t-score was 13.812 (with 12 degrees of freedom), indicating a divergence from the 
mean of more than three standard deviations, and the p value was significant (p = .000). 
The results indicated the percentage of students with disabilities in juvenile correctional 
facilities in Wisconsin was higher than the percentage of students with disabilities in the 
Wisconsin public school system which suggested students with disabilities were over-
represented within the population of the 13 juvenile correctional facilities surveyed.  
Though a significant difference was found, the focus of the study was limited to all 
students with disabilities and did not breakdown the make-up of each population from 
each juvenile correctional facility to determine if one specific disability category was 
more prevalent than another. The race/ethnicity categories of students with disabilities 
were also not explored and age range was also not included in the study. 
 Bullis and Yovanoff (2005) conducted a study to compare the characteristics of 
participants with and without disabilities in the Transition Research on Adjudicated 
Youth in Community Settings (TRACS). The TRACS project was an investigation into 
the experiences of youth who had been incarcerated in the Oregon Youth Authority 
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(OYA) as they transitioned from incarceration back into their communities (Bullis, 
Yovanoff, Mueller, & Havel, 2002). The sample consisted of 531 participants. Most of 
the sample was male (n = 442), and White (n = 373), and more than half of the sample (n 
= 305) was school-ages individuals with disabilities.  
 The sample was split into two groups: participants with disabilities, and 
participants without disabilities. In the group with disabilities, individuals with emotional 
disturbances were more prevalent (n = 159). When individuals with emotional 
disturbances were added to individuals with specific learning disabilities (n =119), the 
total of these combined represented 91% of the group with disabilities.  
 The two groups were compared using the predictor variables in the domains of (a) 
personal characteristics (gender and race/ethnicity), (b) educational/disability history 
(document given when high school was completed, ADHD status, psychiatric diagnoses, 
drug/alcohol treatment, and failing a grade in school), (c) family (adoption status, 
whether or not they had children, family members convicted of felonies, placement in 
foster care, and running away), and (d) criminal history (type of crime committed, age at 
first adjudication, number of times adjudicated, gang membership, setting of last felony 
committed, age at exit of OYA). 
 Logistic regression was used to analyze data. Results indicated groups were 
similar across many areas. However, participants with disabilities were 2.25 times more 
likely to have failed a grade during their education, 1.84 times more likely to have been 
sent to OYA for person-related crimes, and 1.82 less likely to have been adjudicated in a 
rural setting, which, according to the authors, meant participants with disabilities were 
more likely to get caught committing crimes in urban areas. 
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 This study did not directly investigate disproportionate representation in a sample 
of Oregon’s population in correctional facilities. However, the findings regarding the 
numbers within the sample do suggest students with emotional disturbances and students 
with specific learning disabilities are disproportionately represented within Oregon’s 
correctional facilities.  
Single Correctional Facility Studies and Disproportionate Representation of 
Students with Disabilities in Correctional Facilities 
Zabel and Nigro (1999) conducted a study in a juvenile correctional facility in the 
state of Kansas to examine the experiences and traits of juvenile offenders and determine 
differences and similarities between students who were receiving or had received special 
education services and students who had never had special education services. The study 
consisted of 266 participants age 12 to 18. The sample was reported as a convenience 
sample. The participants were split into two groups (SpEd and Non-SpEd) based on 
questions regarding whether or not they were receiving or had received special education 
services. The two groups were then interviewed. The interview consisted of 74 questions 
developed by the researchers based on research literature pertaining to risk factors for 
developing anti-social behaviors. The interview consisted of three sections. One section 
consisted of 25 questions concerning personal information. The questions involved topics 
such as hobbies, drug use, diagnoses, and other personal information. The next section 
consisted of 28 questions concerning the participant’s home life. The questions involved 
topics such as living arrangements, knowledge of parents and siblings, and parent drug 
use.  The last section consisted of 21 questions pertaining to the participant’s school. The 
questions involved topics such as special education placement and labeling, school 
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attendance, and taking drugs or weapons to school. Each participant was individually 
interviewed. A Pearson Chi-square test was used to compare the groups, and the p-value 
was < .05. The authors pointed out limitations regarding reliability to determine 
differences between the two groups in the sample.  
The SpEd group consisted of 95 participants. Of those, 81 were male and 14 were 
female. The average age was 15.4 years. Of the 95 participants, 42 reported having the 
label of emotional disturbance, 36 reported having the label of specific learning 
disabilities, and 13 reported having the label of both emotional disturbance and specific 
learning disabilities. Two participants did not report a disability label, and two reported 
they had received services as students identified as gifted and talented. Since only three 
disability categories were reported (emotional disturbance, learning disabilities, and 
multiple disabilities (ED/SLD combined), it would appear students with emotional 
disturbances were over-represented in the sample. 
The two groups were similar in many ways. First, the two groups were similar in 
race/ethnicity makeup. The race/ethnicity categories used to describe the participants 
were Black, White, Hispanic, Asian, Native American, and Other. Participants who 
identified themselves as Black were more likely to have the label of emotional 
disturbance than participants who identified themselves as White, Hispanic, or Other, 
while participants who identified themselves as White, Hispanic, or Other were more 
likely to have the label of specific learning disability than participants who identified 
themselves as Black. Both groups were also similar in personal characteristics, but 
significant differences were found. More participants in the SpEd group played with toy 
models than in the Non-SpEd group (p = .028), and participants in the SpEd group 
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reported needing eyeglasses than in the Non-SpEd group. Additionally, significantly 
more members of the SpEd group reported taking medication for emotional problems 
than the Non-SpEd group (p = .002). No significant difference was found regarding court 
appearances; however, more members of the SpEd group reported having committed 
felonies, and more of the Non-SpEd group reported having committed misdemeanors. 
Most of the home characteristics and experiences were similar between the two 
groups with the exceptions of having stepsisters and being placed in foster care. More 
Non-SpEd group members reported having one more stepsisters than the SpEd group (p = 
.018), and more SpEd group members reported having been placed in foster care than the 
Non-SpEd group (p = .001). 
School experiences also revealed a number of similarities between the two 
groups. The groups were similar with regard to getting in trouble at school and being 
suspended from school at some point in time. Both groups were also similar with regard 
to failing classes, repeating a grade in school, getting in trouble on school buses, and 
being suspended from school buses. Groups were also similar with regard to a lack of 
involvement in extra-curricular activities, cutting classes, attending school while on drugs 
or alcohol, and carrying weapons to school. Despite a large number of similarities 
between the two groups regarding school experiences, a number of significant differences 
were found. More SpEd group members were reported to have attended three more 
middle schools than Non SpEd group members (p =.033). More SpEd group members 
reported getting into trouble earlier in their schooling than Non SpEd group members (p 
= .001), and more SpEd group members had court appearances between the grades of 
kindergarten and 6th grade than Non-SpEd group members (p = .005). Additionally, more 
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SpEd group members reported assaulting a school official than Non-SpEd group 
members (p = .001).  
Though the intent of this study was not to examine the extent of disproportionate 
representation within a correctional facility, some of the data and results indicated 
disproportionate representation. More participants reported having the label of emotional 
disturbance than any other disability label, and only three disability categories were 
reported within the sample of participants who stated they had such labels. It is 
interesting to note here that differences between race/ethnicity categories were more 
prevalent regarding which race/ethnicity categories were labeled either with emotional 
disturbances, learning disabilities, or a combination of the two, and that the comparison 
between the race/ethnicity composition of the two groups was similar. This almost 
suggests that groups of individuals with and without disabilities in correctional facilities 
are more similar than groups of individuals with and without disabilities who are not in 
correctional facilities.  
Summary 
 Studies regarding disproportionate representation of students with disabilities in 
school exclusionary data indicate more students with disabilities identified as Black or 
African American are suspended or expelled from schools than any other race/ethnicity 
group (Duran, Zhou, Frew, Kwok, & Benz, 2011; Achilles, McLaughlin, & Croninger, 
2007; Krezmien, Leone, & Achilles, 2006; Zhang, Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004), while 
other studies have found no difference in suspension/expulsion rates among race/ethnicity 
groups (Cooley, 1995). Studies have also revealed students with ED are more likely to be 
suspended or expelled than any other group of students with disabilities (Duran, Zhou, 
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Frew, Kwok, & Benz, 2011; Achilles, McLaughlin, & Croninger, 2007; Cooley, 1995; 
Krezmien, Leone, & Achilles, 2006; Zhang, Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004). Studies of 
disproportionate representation in populations of correctional facilities contain 
conclusions similar to those regarding exclusionary practices and students with 
disabilities. Studies regarding school age youth in correctional facilities often reveal 
higher numbers of youth identified as Black or African American (Nicholson-Crotty, 
Birchmeier, & Valentine, 2009; Chapman, Desai, Falzer, & Borum, 2006; Wordes & 
Jones, 1998). Studies regarding race and ethnicity prevalence rates among students with 
disabilities who are incarcerated are lacking. Studies regarding disability categories in 
correctional facilities have revealed greater numbers of students with emotional 
disturbance are incarcerated than any other disability category (Quinn, Rutherford, 
Leone, Osher, & Poirier, 2005; Bullis & Yovanoff, 2005; Zabel & Nigro, 1999; Morgan, 
1979).
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODS 
This study used quantitative data analysis methods to examine state level data sets 
pertaining to the suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities as well as students 
with disabilities who were in correctional facilities during the school years of 2006-2007 
to 2011.  
Data Source 
 Data for this study were obtained from a database created and maintained by the 
Data Accountability Center (www.ideadata.org), which collected and compiled data 
regarding students with disabilities who are served under the Individuals with Disabilities 
Act of 2004.   As of September 30th, 2013, state level data files maintained by the Data 
Accountability Center are currently maintained by the Technical Assistance and 
Dissemination Network (http://tadnet.public.tadnet.org/pages/712). Data regarding 
students with disabilities were reported based on the categories of (a) child count, (b) 
educational environments, (c) exiting, (d) discipline, (e) personnel, (f) dispute 
resolutions, (g) assessment, and (h) maintenance of effort reduction and coordinated early 
intervening services. This study used data reported in the child count, environment, and 
discipline categories at the state level for students with disabilities from 6 to 21 years of 
age.  
Child Count Data Files 
The child count data files for the years 2007 through 2011 were used in this study.  
The child count data file for 2007 consisted of 48 columns and 830 rows. The columns 
were labeled as year, state, disability, age (from 3 to 21), and the race/ethnic categories 
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were (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not 
Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic). 
  Several columns were labeled with specific age ranges and contained totals for 
these age ranges. The age ranges were 3-5 years, 6-11 years, 12-17 years, and 18-21 
years. The last column was labeled Total and contained the sum of all students with 
disabilities age 3-21. The terms under the state column label contained the names of each 
state, the District of Columbia, a combination group of all 50 states, The District of 
Columbia, and Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) schools, American Samoa, Guam, BIE 
schools, Northern Marianas, Puerto Rico, U.S. and Outlying Areas, and the Virgin 
Islands. All the terms under the state column label were in alphabetical order. Under the 
disability column heading, the disability categories were listed next to each state name, 
territory, or grouping of states and territories. The terms for each disability category were 
not in alphabetical order. The terms contained under the disability heading were: 
(a) mental retardation, (b) hearing impairments, (c) speech or language impairments, (d) 
visual impairments, (e) emotional disturbance, (f) orthopedic impairments, (g) specific 
learning disabilities, (h) deaf-blindness, (i) multiple disabilities, (j) autism, (k) traumatic 
brain injury, (l) developmental delay, and (m) all disabilities. 
The child count data file for 2008 differed from 2007. The child count data file for 
2008 consisted of 59 columns and 830 rows. Each column contained a separate heading. 
The headings were year, state, disability, age (each age listed separately from three to 
22), and a summation of specific age ranges (age 3 to 5, age 6 to 11, age 6-17, age 12-17, 
age 18-21, age 6-21, age 6-22, and age 3-21). The age headings in the columns referred to 
the disability labels within the rows. Additional column headings contained labels 
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regarding race/ethnicity categories and age ranges. Twenty-eight columns contained 
race/ethnicity data and corresponding labels. The headings for these columns were 
separated into five race/ethnicity categories and seven race/ethnicity categories, and each 
race/ethnicity category label contained a reference to the age ranges of 3 to 5 years and 6 
to 21 years. The headings for the columns addressing five race/ethnicity categories were 
(a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not 
Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic).  
Additional columns contained the sum of all five race/ethnicity categories for the 
age ranges of 3 to 5 years and 6 to 21 years. The headings for the columns addressing 
seven race/ethnicity categories were (a) Latino or Hispanic, (b) American Indian or 
Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more races. 
 Additional columns contained the sum of all seven race/ethnicity categories for 
the age ranges of 3 to 5 years and 6 to 21 years. The data in the race/ethnicity columns 
referred to the labels in the rows under the state and year columns, but not to the labels in 
the rows under the disability column. The labels in the rows were same as those in the 
data file for 2007; however, Puerto Rico was added to the grouping of 50 states, The 
District of Columbia, and BIE schools. 
 The data file for child count for 2009 contained 58 columns and 830 rows. The 
column headings and row labels were the same as the data file for child count 2008 with 
several exceptions. The first difference was the data file for child count 2009 contained 
an additional column heading of ethnicity. The cells under the ethnicity column heading 
contained either 5 or 7. These numbers refer to the five race/ethnicity categories, or seven 
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race/ethnicity categories. The other difference was the data file for child count for 2009 
did not contain a column heading for age 22, or a column heading for the sum of ages 6 
to 22. 
 The data file for child count for 2010 contained 46 columns and 830 rows. The 
column headings were the same as those found in child count 2007 except for the 
race/ethnicity column headings, and the addition of a column for the sum of age 14 to 21. 
The column headings for race/ethnicity for child count 2010 were (a) Latino or Hispanic, 
(b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more races. 
 The row labels were the same as those in child count 2008 and 2009. 
 The data file for child count 2011 contained 46 columns and 830 rows. The 
column headings and row labels were the same as those found in child count 2010; 
however, in the terms listed under the disability column heading, the term intellectual 
disabilities replaced the term mental retardation. 
Discipline Data Files 
The Discipline data files for the years 2006-2007 through 2010-2011 were used in 
this study.  The data file for discipline of students with disabilities for 2006-2007 
contained 18 columns and 1539 rows. The column headings were (a) state; (b) student 
type; (c) students unilaterally removed for drugs/weapons; (d) unilateral removals for 
drugs; (e) unilateral removals for weapons; (f) unilateral students removed for serious 
bodily injury; (g) students removed by hearing officer (likely injury); (h) children w/in-
school suspension 10 or less days; (i) children w/in-school suspension more than 10 days; 
(j) children w/out-of-school suspension 10 or less days; (k) children w/out-of-school 
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suspension more than 10 Days; (l) total disciplinary removal; (m) children with 
disciplinary removal totaling 1 day; (n) children with disciplinary removal totaling 2 to 
10 days; (o) children with disciplinary removal totaling greater than 10 days; (p) received 
educational services during expulsion; and (q) did not receive educational services during 
expulsion. 
 The terms under the state column heading contained all names for all 50 states, 
the District of Columbia, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) schools, American Samoa, 
Guam, Northern Marianas, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, U.S. and Outlying Areas, and a 
combination term of 50 States and D.C. (including BIA schools). All of the names under 
the state column heading were in alphabetical order. The terms listed under the student 
type column heading were the disability categories.  These categories were not listed in 
alphabetical order.  The disability categories were (a) mental retardation, (b) hearing 
impairments, (c) speech or language impairments, (d) visual impairments, (e) emotional 
disturbance, (f) orthopedic impairments, (g) specific learning disabilities, (h) deaf-
blindness, (i) multiple disabilities, (j) autism, (k) traumatic brain injury, (l) developmental 
delay, and (m) all disabilities. 
The race/ethnicity categories under student type were listed in alphabetical order. 
The categories for race/ethnicity were (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or 
Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic).  
Male and female were also included under the student type column heading.  Additional 
terms under the student type heading had to do with students with limited English 
proficiency (LEP). The terms used were (a) LEP-Yes, (b) LEP-No, and (c) LEP-total. 
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The last term used under student type was children without disabilities; however, no data 
were recorded for this term. 
 The data file for discipline of students with disabilities for 2007-2008 contained 
18 columns and 1539 rows.  The column headings were same as those in the data file for 
discipline of students with disabilities for 2006-2007, and the terms used under the 
columns for state and student type were also the same.  
 The data file for discipline of students with disabilities for 2008-2009 contained 
20 columns and 1540 rows.  The first 16 column headings are the same as those found in 
2007-2008 and 2006-2007.  The four remaining column headings were (a) children with 
disability received educational services during expulsion; (b) children without disability 
received educational services during expulsion; (c) children with disability did not 
receive educational services during expulsion; and (d) children without disability did not 
receive educational services during expulsion. The terms under the state column were the 
same as 2007-2008 and 2006-2007, except Vermont was not included. The terms under 
the student type column heading were the same except the children without disabilities 
was replaced by expulsions, and seven race/ethnicity category terms were added to those 
states and territories reporting under new race/ethnicity category guidelines. These 
categories were not listed in alphabetical order. The additional race/ethnicity categories 
were (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or 
African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two 
or more races. 
 The data file for discipline of students with disabilities for 2009-2010 contained 
20 columns and 1584 rows. The column headings were the same as those in 2008-2009.  
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The terms under the state column heading were the same; however, Vermont was 
included. The terms under the student type column heading were the same as those terms 
in 2008-2009. 
 The data file for discipline of students with disabilities for 2010-2011 contained 
20 columns and 1657 rows. The column headings were the same as those in 2008-2009 
and 2009-2010. The terms used under the state column heading were the same as those 
used in 2009-2010. The terms under the student type column were the same with the 
exception of race/ethnicity categories. Instead of including two different sets of 
race/ethnicity categories, seven race/ethnicity categories were included. These terms were 
not listed in alphabetical order. The seven race/ethnicity categories were (a) 
Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African 
American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more 
races.                       
Educational Environments Data Files 
The Educational Environments data files for the years 2007 through 2011 were 
used in this study. The Educational Environment data file for 2007 contained 30 columns 
and 14,847 rows. Each column had a separate heading. The first four columns were 
labeled year, state, environment, and disability. The next four columns were labeled for 
ages three, four, and five, and age three to five. The next five columns contained 
race/ethnicity categories for ages 3 to 5. The race ethnicity categories were (a) American 
Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not Hispanic), (d) 
Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic). 
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The next four columns contained headings for age groups 6 to 11, 12 to 17, 18 to 
21, and 6 to 21. The next five columns contained race ethnicity categories for the age 
group of 6 to 21. Four columns contained headings for male and female with 
corresponding age groups of 3 to 5 years and 6 to 21 years.  Four columns contained 
headings for LEP status for corresponding age groups of 3 to 5 years and 6 to 21 years.  
The terms under the state column heading contained all names for all 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) schools, American Samoa, 
Guam, Northern Marianas, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, U.S. and Outlying Areas, and 50 
States and D.C. (including BIE schools). All of the names under the state column heading 
were in alphabetical order. The terms under the environment column heading were (a) 
Home (Includes students who were homeschooled.) (OSEP Data Dictionary, 2012); (b) 
Residential facility; (c) Separate school, (d) Total (all students with disabilities age 3 to 5 
located in environments specific for their age group); (e) Regular early childhood 
program at least 80% of time; (f) Regular early childhood program 40% to 79% of time; 
(g) Regular early childhood program less than 40% of time; (h) Separate class; (i) Service 
provider location; (j) Inside regular class 80% or more of the day; (k) Inside regular class 
40% to 79% of day; (l) Inside regular class less than 40% of day; (m) Separate school; (n) 
Residential facility; (o) Homebound/hospital (Includes students who received services in 
hospital or homebound programs, but does not include students whose parents had them 
homeschooled.) (OSEP Data Dictionary, 2012); (p) Correctional facility; (q) Parentally 
placed in private schools; and (r) Total (all environments for ages 6 to 21). 
The terms under the disability column heading were (a) mental retardation, (b) 
hearing impairments, (c) speech or language impairments, (d) visual impairments, (e) 
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emotional disturbance, (f) orthopedic impairments, (g) specific learning disabilities, (h) 
deaf-blindness, (i) multiple disabilities, (j) autism, (k) traumatic brain injury, (l) 
developmental delay, and (m) all disabilities. Vermont was the only state that did not 
include totals for each disability category in each age range of 3 to 5 years and 6 to 21 
years. 
The educational environment data file for 2008 contained 52 columns and 14,872 
rows. The column headings were the same as those in the 2007 educational environment 
data file with the exception of additional race/ethnicity headings for age groups 3 to 5 and 
6 to 21, and columns containing totals for race/ethnicity for ages 3 to 5 and 6 to 21, 
gender totals for ages 3 to 5 and 6 to 21, and LEP status totals for age 3 to 5 and 6 to 21.  
The additional race/ethnicity column headings were (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American 
Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian 
or Other Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more races. 
The terms used under the state columns were the same with the exception of 
Puerto Rico, which was added to the group of 50 states, D.C., and BIE schools.  The 
terms used under the environment heading remained the same as 2007. The terms used 
under the disability column heading were the same as 2007; however, totals for each 
disability category were included for the state of Vermont. 
The Educational Environment data file for 2009 contained 52 columns and 14,872 
rows.  The headings in all the columns and the terms used under the column headings 
were the same as those in the educational environment data file for 2008. 
The Educational Environment data file for 2010 contained 40 rows and 16,524 rows. The 
number of columns was reduced from 2009 because only the seven race/ethnicity 
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categories were used rather than both the five race/ethnicity categories and the seven 
race/ethnicity categories.  Despite these changes, the column headings remained the same 
as those in the 2009 educational environment data file.  The terms used under the state 
column heading and under the disability column were the same as those used in the 2009 
educational environment data file.  The terms under the environment differed from those 
in the 2009 educational environment data file. The terms used under the environment 
column heading for 2010 were (a) Total, ages 3-5; (b)Attend regular early childhood 
program at least 10 hrs/wk, services in regular early childhood program; (c) Attend 
regular early childhood program at least 10 hrs/wk, services in other location; (d) Attend 
regular early childhood program less than 10 hrs/wk, services in regular early childhood 
program; (e) Attend regular early childhood program less than 10 hrs/wk, services in 
other location; (f) Attending a regular early childhood program; 
(g) Separate special education class; (h) Separate School, ages 3-5; (i) Residential 
facility, ages 3-5; (j) Home (Includes students who were homeschooled.) (OSEP Data 
Dictionary, 2012); (k) Service provider location; (l) Inside regular class 80% or more of 
the day; (m) Inside regular class 40% to 79% of day; (n) Inside regular class less than 
40% of day; (o) Separate school, ages 6-21; (p) Residential facility, ages 6-21; (q) 
Homebound/hospital (Includes students who received services in hospital or homebound 
programs, but does not include students whose parents had them homeschooled.) (OSEP 
Data Dictionary, 2012); (r) Correctional facility; (s) Parentally placed in private schools; 
and (t) Total, ages 6-21.                
The Educational Environment data file for 2011 contained 40 columns and 15,698 
rows. The column headings were the same as the educational environment data file for 
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2010. The terms using under the state and disability column headings were also the same.  
The terms under the environment column heading were the same as the 2010 data file; 
however, the term attend a regular early childhood program was not used.  
Variables 
The independent variables involving suspension/expulsion of students with 
disabilities were state, year, disability category, and race/ethnicity category. The 
dependent variable was suspension/expulsion. The independent variables involving 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities were state, year, disability category, and 
race/ethnicity category. The dependent variable was correctional facilities.  
Research Design 
 This study used nonparametric tests and descriptive statistics. The variables of 
interest in this study were states, school years, disability category, race/ethnicity 
category, suspension/expulsion for less than ten days and more than ten days, and 
correctional facilities. 
Research Questions 
 The research questions were 
1. Which states had the highest rates of suspension/expulsion of students with 
disabilities ages 6-21 from public schools for each year from 2006-2007 to 2011?  
2. Which disability category among the population of students with disabilities ages 6-
21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools at the national level for 
each year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
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3. Which race/ethnicity category among the population of students with disabilities ages 
6-21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools at the national level 
for each year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
4. Which disability category among the population of students with disabilities ages 6-
21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools in each of the top 10 
states with the highest removal rates of students with disabilities for each school year 
from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
5. Which race/ethnic category among the population of students with disabilities ages 6-
21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools in each of the top 10 
states with the highest removal rates of students with disabilities for each school year 
from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
6. Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion rates of disability 
groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were suspended/expelled from 
schools in each school year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
7. Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion rates of race/ethnicity 
groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were suspended/expelled from 
schools in each school year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
8. Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion rates based on 
disability groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each school year from 
2006-2007 to 2011? 
9. Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion rates based on 
race/ethnicity groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each school year 
from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
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10. Which states had the highest rates of students with disabilities in corrections age 6-21 
for each year from 2006-2007 to 2011?  
11. Which disability category among the population of students with disabilities age 6-21 
was most likely to be in corrections at the national level for each year from 2006-
2007 to 2011? 
12. Which race/ethnicity category among the population of students with disabilities age 
6-21 was most likely to be in corrections at the national level for each year from 
2006-2007 to 2011? 
13. Which disability category among the population of students with disabilities age 6-21 
was most likely to be in corrections in each of the top 10 states with the highest rates 
of students with disabilities who were in corrections for each school year from 2007 
to 2011? 
14. Which race/ethnic category among the population of students with disabilities age 6-
21 was most likely to be in corrections in each of the top 10 states with the highest 
rates of students with disabilities who were in corrections for each school year from 
2007 to 2011? 
15. Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of disability groups of all 
students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were in corrections for each school year from 
2007 to 2011? 
16. Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of race/ethnicity groups of 
all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were in corrections for each school year 
from 2007 to 2011? 
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17. Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of disability groups in the 
population of students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each school year from 2007 to 
2011? 
18. Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of race/ethnicity groups in 
the population of students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each school year from 2006-
2007 to 2011? 
Procedures 
 All data for this study were taken from a database created and maintained by the 
Data Accountability Center (www.ideadata.org), and from http://tadnet.public.tadnet. 
org/pages/712. The numbers of students with disabilities in each state were taken from 
the state level child count data files for the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. The 
numbers regarding suspension/expulsion rates (less than 10 days and greater than 10 
days) by disability category and by race/ethnicity category were taken from the state level 
disciplinary data files for the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. The numbers regarding 
placement in correctional facilities by disability category and by race/ethnicity category 
were taken from the state level educational environment data files for the school years of 
2006-2007 to 2011. All states that reported data for all variables of interest between the 
years 2006-2007 to 2011 were included in the study. 
Data Analysis 
 Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac was used to analyze all data in this study. The 
available totals for each category were not used as the actual number in the suppressed 
data points were not available. The Privacy Technical Assistance Center (PTCD) states 
data suppression is used to “prevent the identification of individuals in small groups or 
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those with unique characteristics (PTCD, 2013, pp. 5-6). Percentages and averages were 
calculated to answer research questions 1 and 2. Risk ratios (RR) were calculated to 
answer research questions 3 through 10. RRs have often been used to investigate the risk 
of one group to be included in another group or category by comparing the risk to that of 
another particular group (Hosp & Reschly, 2003; Boller, Bethel, Garrison-Mogren, & 
Brauen, 2007). The formula for a risk ratio is the risk for the group of interest divided by 
the risk for a comparison group (Westat, 2004; Bland, 2006; Boller, Bethel, Garrison-
Mogren, & Brauen, 2007). For example, suppose a school wanted to know the risk ratio 
for suspension of American Indian students compared to that of all other students in all 
other race/ethnicity categories. First, the risk would be calculated for each group. The risk 
for students identified as American Indian and suspension is calculated by dividing the 
number of students identified as American Indian who received suspensions by the total 
number of students identified as American Indian. The quotient is then multiplied by 100. 
The same process is then performed to obtain the risk for all students in all other 
race/ethnicity categories. To find the risk ratio for suspension for students identified as 
American Indian, the risk is divided by the risk for suspension for all other students 
identified in all other categories. The comparison group for each RR in this study was “all 
other groups”. The use of “all other groups” as a comparison group when determining 
RRs is supported in the research literature regarding disproportionality (Westat, 2004; 
Bollmer, Bethel, Garrison-Mogren, & Brauen, 2007; Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Gallini, 
Simmons, & Feggins-Azziz, 2006). RRs of 1.00 typically indicate little to no risk (Skiba, 
et al., 2006). To answer research questions 9 through 16, chi square tests were used to 
compare groups. Chi-square tests for independence compare observed and expected 
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frequencies of an occurrence (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003; Gay & Airasian, 2003).  
One-dimensional Chi-square tests (Gay & Airasian, 2003) were used to answer research 
questions 11 through 14, and two-dimensional chi square tests (Gay & Airasian, 2003) 
were used to answer research questions 15 through 18. Chi square statistics (X2) and p 
values were calculated. The level of significance for each test was 0.05.  
Treatment of Data 
 State level data from all 50 states and The District of Columbia regarding students 
with disabilities age 6 to 21 were used to answer the research questions. The data sets 
used were from child count, educational environments, and discipline for the school years 
of 2006-2007 to 2011. State level child count and discipline data regarding students with 
disabilities age 6 to 21 were used to answer the following research question: 
Research Question 1: Which states had the highest rates of suspension/expulsion of 
students with disabilities age 6-21 from public schools for each year from 2006-2007 to 
2011?  
Analysis: The numbers in child count for ages 6 to 21 were summed according to 
disability categories. Each data set contained totals for each category; however, these 
were not used because suppressed data elements were counted in each total rather than 
omitted. Child count numbers from each state for 2007 and Discipline numbers found in 
the columns for suspension/expulsion less than 10 and more than 10 days for each state 
were used. The data were entered into Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac. The data were 
arranged into two columns. The numbers in the discipline column were divided by the 
numbers in the child count column. The quotient was than multiplied by 100 to obtain a 
percentage. The percentages were than averages to obtain the mean percentage. States 
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that fell above the mean were reported. The process was repeated for the years 2008, 
2009, 2010, and 2011.  
State level educational environment data were used to answer the following research 
question: 
Research Question 2: Which states had the highest rates of students with disabilities 
in correctional facilities ages 6-21 for each year from 2006-2007 to 2011?  
Analysis: For 2007, the numbers of students with disabilities age 6 to 21 were 
summed separately for each state using Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac. Suppressed data 
elements were not counted, and existing category totals were not used. Numbers in 
correctional facilities were summed for each state, and numbers of students in all other 
educational environments were summed for each state. These numbers were than entered 
into Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac. The data were arranged into two columns, and the 
numbers in correctional facilities were divided by the numbers in all other educational 
environments. The quotient was then multiplied by 100 to obtain a percentage. The 
percentages were then averaged to obtain the mean percentage. States that fell above the 
mean were reported. The process was repeated for the years 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011. 
 State level child count and discipline data regarding students with disabilities ages 
6 to 21 were used to answer the following research questions: 
Research Question 3: Which disability category among the population of students 
with disabilities ages 6-21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools at 
the national level for each year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers found in the columns for suspension/expulsion less than 10 
and more than 10 days for each state were summed for each disability category. The 
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numbers for students ages 6 to 21 in state level child count data were summed for each 
disability category. The numerator for the risk ratio for each disability category was 
calculated first using Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac. Beginning with data from 2007, the 
numerator for the risk ratio for students with specific learning disabilities was calculated 
by dividing the number of students with specific learning disabilities who were 
suspended/expelled by the number of all students with learning disabilities. The quotient 
was multiplied by 100 to obtain the risk. The denominator of the risk ratio for students 
with specific learning disabilities was calculated by dividing the sum of all students in all 
other disability categories who were suspended/expelled by the sum of all other disability 
categories. The quotient was multiplied by 100. The numerator was then divided by the 
denominator to obtain the risk ratio for students with specific learning disabilities who 
were suspended/expelled in 2007. The process was repeated for each disability category, 
and for each year from 2008 to 2011. 
Research Question 4: Which race/ethnicity category among the population of students 
with disabilities ages 6-21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools at 
the national level for each year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers found in the columns for suspension/expulsion less than 10 
and more than 10 days for each state were summed for each race/ethnicity category. The 
numbers for students ages 6 to 21 in state level child count data were summed for each 
race/ethnicity category. The numerator for the risk ratio for each race/ethnicity category 
was calculated first using Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac. Beginning with data from 2007, 
the numerator for the risk ratio for students with disabilities identified as American 
Indian or Alaskan Native was calculated by dividing the number of students with 
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disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native who were 
suspended/expelled by the number of all students with disabilities identified as American 
Indian or Alaskan Native. The quotient was multiplied by 100 to obtain the risk. The 
denominator of the risk ratio for students with disabilities identified as American Indian 
or Alaskan Native was calculated by dividing the sum of all students in all other 
race/ethnicity categories who were suspended/expelled by the sum of all other 
race/ethnicity categories. The quotient was multiplied by 100. The numerator was then 
divided by the denominator to obtain the risk ratio for students with disabilities identified 
as American Indian or Alaskan Native who were suspended/expelled in 2007. The 
process was repeated for each race/ethnicity category, and for each year from 2008 to 
2011. 
State level educational environment data regarding students with disabilities ages 6 to 
21 were used to answer the following research questions: 
Research Question 5: Which disability category among the population of students 
with disabilities ages 6-21 was most likely to be in correctional facilities at the national 
level for each year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers found in the rows for correctional facility and the columns for 
ages 6 to 21 were summed for each disability category using Microsoft Excel 2011 for 
Mac. Beginning with data from 2007, the numerator for the risk ratio for students with 
specific learning disabilities was calculated by dividing the number of students with 
specific learning disabilities who were in correctional facilities by the number of all 
students with learning disabilities. The quotient was multiplied by 100 to obtain the risk.  
The denominator of the risk ratio for students with specific learning disabilities was 
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calculated by dividing the sum of all students in all other disability categories who were 
in correctional facilities by the sum of all other disability categories. The quotient was 
multiplied by 100. The numerator was then divided by the denominator to obtain the risk 
ratio for students with specific learning disabilities who were in correctional facilities in 
2007. The process was repeated for each disability category, and for each year from 2008 
to 2011. 
Research Question 6: Which race/ethnicity category among the population of students 
with disabilities ages 6-21 was most likely to be in correctional facilities at the national 
level for each year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers found in the rows for correctional facility and the columns for 
ages 6 to 21 were summed for each race/ethnicity category using Microsoft Excel 2011 
for Mac.  Beginning with data from 2007, the numerator for the risk ratio for students 
with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native was calculated by 
dividing the number of students with disabilities identified as American Indian or 
Alaskan Native who were in correctional facilities by the number of all students with 
disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native. The quotient was multiplied 
by 100 to obtain the risk. The denominator of the risk ratio for students with disabilities 
identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native was calculated by dividing the sum of 
all students in all other race/ethnicity categories who were in correctional facilities by the 
sum of all other race/ethnicity categories. The quotient was multiplied by 100. The 
numerator was then divided by the denominator to obtain the risk ratio for students with 
disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native who were in correctional 
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facilities in 2007. The process was repeated for each race/ethnicity category, and for each 
year from 2008 to 2011. 
State level child count and discipline data regarding students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 were used to answer the following research questions: 
Research Question 7: Which disability category among the population of students 
with disabilities ages 6-21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools in 
each of the top 10 states with the highest removal rates of students with disabilities for 
each school year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers found in the columns for suspension/expulsion less than 10 
and more than 10 days for each of the top ten states were summed for each disability 
category. The numbers for students ages 6 to 21 in each of the top ten state’s child count 
data were summed for each disability category. The numerator for the risk ratio for each 
disability category was calculated first using Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac. Beginning 
with data from 2007, the numerator for the risk ratio for students with specific learning 
disabilities was calculated by dividing the number of students with specific learning 
disabilities who were suspended/expelled by the number of all students with learning 
disabilities. The quotient was multiplied by 100 to obtain the risk. The denominator of the 
risk ratio for students with specific learning disabilities was calculated by dividing the 
sum of all students in all other disability categories who were suspended/expelled by the 
sum of all other disability categories. The quotient was multiplied by 100. The numerator 
was then divided by the denominator to obtain the risk ratio for students with specific 
learning disabilities who were suspended/expelled in 2007.  The process was repeated for 
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each disability category in each of the top ten states, and for each year from 2008 to 
2011. 
Research Question 8: Which race/ethnic category among the population of students 
with disabilities ages 6-21 was most likely to be suspended or expelled from schools in 
each of the top 10 states with the highest removal rates of students with disabilities for 
each school year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers found in the columns for suspension/expulsion less than 10 
and more than 10 days for each of the top ten states were summed for each race/ethnicity 
category. The numbers for students ages 6 to 21 in each of the top ten state’s child count 
data were summed for each race/ethnicity category. The numerator for the risk ratio for 
each race/ethnicity category was calculated first using Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac. 
Beginning with data from 2007, the numerator for the risk ratio for students with 
disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native was calculated by dividing 
the number of students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native 
who were suspended/expelled by the number of all students with disabilities identified as 
American Indian or Alaskan Native. The quotient was multiplied by 100 to obtain the 
risk. The denominator of the risk ratio for students with disabilities identified as 
American Indian or Alaskan Native was calculated by dividing the sum of all students in 
all other race/ethnicity categories who were suspended/expelled by the sum of all other 
race/ethnicity categories. The quotient was multiplied by 100. The numerator was then 
divided by the denominator to obtain the risk ratio for students with disabilities identified 
as American Indian or Alaskan Native who were suspended/expelled in 2007. The 
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process was repeated for each race/ethnicity category in each of the top ten states, and for 
each year from 2008 to 2011. 
State level educational environment data regarding students with disabilities ages 6 to 
21 were used to answer the following research questions: 
Research Question 9: Which disability category among the population of students 
with disabilities ages 6-21 was most likely to be in correctional facilities in each of the 
top 10 states with the highest rates of students with disabilities who were in correctional 
facilities for each school year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers found in the rows for correctional facility and the columns for 
ages 6 to 21 were summed for each disability category using Microsoft Excel 2011 for 
Mac. Beginning with data from 2007, the numerator for the risk ratio for students with 
specific learning disabilities was calculated by dividing the number of students with 
specific learning disabilities who were in correctional facilities by the number of all 
students with learning disabilities. The quotient was multiplied by 100 to obtain the risk.  
The denominator of the risk ratio for students with specific learning disabilities was 
calculated by dividing the sum of all students in all other disability categories who were 
in correctional facilities by the sum of all other disability categories. The quotient was 
multiplied by 100. The numerator was then divided by the denominator to obtain the risk 
ratio for students with specific learning disabilities who were in correctional facilities in 
2007. The process was repeated for each disability category in each of the top ten states, 
and for each year from 2008 to 2011.  
Research Question 10: Which race/ethnic category among the population of students 
with disabilities ages 6-21 was most likely to be in correctional facilities in each of the 
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top 10 states with the highest rates of students with disabilities who were in correctional 
facilities for each school year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers found in the rows for correctional facility and the columns for 
ages 6 to 21 were summed for each race/ethnicity category using Microsoft Excel 2011 
for Mac. Beginning with data from 2007, the numerator for the risk ratio for students 
with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native was calculated by 
dividing the number of students with disabilities identified as American Indian or 
Alaskan Native who were in correctional facilities by the number of all students with 
disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native. The quotient was multiplied 
by 100 to obtain the risk. The denominator of the risk ratio for students with disabilities 
identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native was calculated by dividing the sum of 
all students in all other race/ethnicity categories who were in correctional facilities by the 
sum of all other race/ethnicity categories. The quotient was multiplied by 100. The 
numerator was then divided by the denominator to obtain the risk ratio for students with 
disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native who were in correctional 
facilities in 2007. The process was repeated for each race/ethnicity category in each of 
the top ten states, and for each year from 2008 to 2011.  
State level child count and discipline data regarding students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 were used to answer the following research questions: 
Research Question 11: Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion 
rates of disability groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were 
suspended/expelled from schools in each school year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
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Analysis: The numbers in discipline for all disability categories suspended/expelled 
for less than and more than 10 days were summed to obtain the observed values. The 
expected values were obtained by dividing the total number of students with disabilities 
by the number of disability categories. Beginning with students with autism and data 
from 2007, a one-dimensional Chi-square contingency table was created using Microsoft 
Excel 2011 for Mac. The contingency diagram appears in Figure 1. 
 Category of 
Interest 
All Other 
Categories 
Total 
Observed     
Expected     
Figure 1. One-dimension contingency diagram for Chi-square test. 
 
The following formula was used to compare the numbers of students with autism who 
were suspended/expelled in 2007 with all other students with disabilities who were 
suspended/expelled in 2007: 
X2 = Σ [(observed-expected)2/expected]  
The p values were calculated by using the CHISQ.TEST formula in Microsoft Excel 
2011 for Mac. The process was repeated for each disability category in 2007, and for 
each year 2008 to 2011. 
Research Question 12: Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion 
rates of race/ethnicity groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were 
suspended/expelled from schools in each school year from 2006-2007 to 2011? 
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Analysis: The numbers in discipline for all race/ethnicity categories 
suspended/expelled for less than and more than 10 days were summed to obtain the 
observed values. The expected values were obtained by dividing the total number of 
students with disabilities by the number of disability categories. Beginning with the 
numbers of students identified as American Indian or Alaska Native during 2006-2007, 
data were entered into a one-dimensional Chi-square contingency table (see Figure 1). 
The following formula was used to compare the numbers of students identified as 
American Indian or Alaska Native who were suspended/expelled in 2006-2007 with all 
other students with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity categories who were 
suspended/expelled in 2006-2007: 
   X2 = Σ [(observed-expected)2/expected] 
The p values were calculated by using the CHISQ.TEST formula in Microsoft Excel 
2011 for Mac. The process was repeated for each race/ethnicity category in 2006-2007, 
and for each year 2007-2008 to 2010-2011. 
State level educational environment data regarding students with disabilities ages 6 to 
21 were used to answer the following research questions: 
Research Question 13: Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of 
disability groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were in correctional 
facilities for each school year from 2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers of students ages 6 to 21 in each disability category in 
correctional facilities were summed to obtain the observed values. The expected values 
were obtained by dividing the total number of students with disabilities by the number of 
disability categories. Beginning with data from 2007 regarding students with autism, a 
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one-dimensional Chi-square contingency table was created using Microsoft Excel 2011 
for Mac (see Figure 1). The following formula was used to compare the numbers of 
students with autism in correctional facilities in 2007 with all other students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities in 2007: 
X2 = Σ [(observed-expected)2/expected] 
The p values were calculated by using the CHISQ.TEST formula in Microsoft Excel 
2011 for Mac. The process was repeated for each disability category in 2007, and for 
each year 2008 to 2011. 
Research Question 14: Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of 
race/ethnicity groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 who were in correctional 
facilities for each school year from 2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers for all race/ethnicity categories in correctional facilities were 
summed to obtain the observed values. The expected values were obtained by dividing 
the total number of students with disabilities in correctional facilities by the number of 
race/ethnicity categories. Beginning with data from 2007 regarding the numbers of 
students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native who were in 
correctional facilities, a one-dimensional Chi-square contingency table was created using 
Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac (see Figure 1).  
The following formula was used to compare the numbers of students with 
disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native who were in correctional 
facilities in 2007 with all other students with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity 
categories who were in correctional facilities in 2007: 
   X2 = Σ [(observed-expected)2/expected] 
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The p values were calculated by using the CHISQ.TEST formula in Microsoft Excel 
2011 for Mac. The process was repeated for each race/ethnicity category in 2007, and for 
each year 2008 to 2011. 
State level child count and discipline data regarding students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 were used to answer the following research questions: 
Research Question 15: Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion 
rates based on disability groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each school 
year from 2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers in discipline for all disability categories suspended/expelled 
for less than and more than 10 days, and the numbers in child count for all disability 
categories ages 6 to 21 were summed to obtain the observed values. Beginning with data 
from 2007 regarding students with autism, a two-dimensional Chi-square contingency 
table was created using Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac. The contingency diagram appears 
in Figure 2. To obtain the observed values of students with autism who were not 
suspended/expelled during 2007, the total number of students with autism who were 
suspended/expelled was subtracted from the total number of students with autism. The 
expected value for students with autism suspended/expelled was obtained by multiplying 
the total number of students with disabilities suspended/expelled by the total number of 
students with autism and dividing the product by the grand total. The expected value for 
students with autism not suspended/expelled was obtained by multiplying the total 
number of students with disabilities not suspended/expelled by the total number of 
students with autism and dividing the product by the grand total. The expected value for 
all other disability categories suspended/expelled was obtained by multiplying the total 
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number of students with disabilities suspended/expelled by the total number of students 
with disabilities in all other disability categories and dividing the product by the grand 
total.  The expected value for all other disability categories not suspended/expelled was 
obtained by multiplying the total number of students with disabilities not 
suspended/expelled by the total number of all other disability categories and dividing the 
product by the grand total. 
 
  Category of interest All other categories Total 
Group of 
interest 
Observed    
 Expected    
All other 
groups 
Observed    
 Expected   Grand 
Total 
Figure 2. Two-dimensional contingency diagram for Chi-square test. 
 
The following formula was used to obtain the chi-statistic to determine whether or not a 
significant difference existed between all students with specific learning disabilities and 
all students in all other disability categories regarding suspension/expulsion rates. 
   X2 = Σ [(observed-expected)2/expected] 
 92"
The p values were calculated using the CHISQ.TEST formula in Microsoft Excel 2011 
for Mac. The process was repeated for each disability category in 2007, and for each year 
2008 to 2011. 
Research Question 16: Is there a significant difference between suspension/expulsion 
rates based on race/ethnicity groups of all students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each 
school year from 2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers in discipline for all race/ethnicity categories 
suspended/expelled for less than and more than 10 days, and the numbers in child count 
for all race/ethnicity categories ages 6 to 21 were summed to obtain the observed values.  
Beginning with data from 2007 regarding students with disabilities identified as 
American Indian or Alaska Native, a two-dimensional Chi-square contingency table was 
created using Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac. The two-dimensional contingency diagram 
appears in Figure 2. To obtain the observed values of students with disabilities identified 
as American Indian or Alaska Native who were not suspended/expelled during 2007, the 
total number of students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native 
who were suspended/expelled was subtracted from the total number of students with 
disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native. The expected value for 
students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native 
suspended/expelled was obtained by multiplying the total number of students with 
disabilities in all other race/ethnicity categories suspended/expelled by the total number 
of students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native and dividing 
the product by the grand total. The expected value for students with disabilities identified 
as American Indian or Alaska Native not suspended/expelled was obtained by 
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multiplying the total number of students with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity 
categories not suspended/expelled by the total number of students with disabilities 
identified as American Indian or Alaska Native and dividing the product by the grand 
total. The expected value for all other race/ethnicity categories suspended/expelled was 
obtained by multiplying the total number of students in all other race/ethnicity categories 
suspended/expelled by the total number of all other race/ethnicity categories and dividing 
the product by the grand total. The expected value for all other race/ethnicity categories 
not suspended/expelled was obtained by multiplying the total number of race/ethnicity 
categories not suspended/expelled by the total number of all other race/ethnicity 
categories and dividing the product by the grand total. 
The following formula was used to obtain the chi-statistic to determine whether or not 
a significant difference existed between all students with disabilities identified as 
American Indian or Alaska Native and all students with disabilities in all other 
race/ethnicity categories regarding suspension/expulsion rates. 
   X2 = Σ [(observed-expected)2/expected] 
The p values were calculated using the CHISQ.TEST formula in Microsoft Excel 2011 
for Mac. The process was repeated for each race/ethnicity category in 2007, and for each 
year 2008 to 2011.  
State level educational environment data regarding students with disabilities ages 6 to 
21 were used to answer the following research questions: 
Research Question 17: Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of 
disability groups in the population of students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each school 
year from 2007 to 2011? 
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Analysis: The numbers of students ages 6 to 21 in each disability category in 
correctional facilities and in all other educational environments were summed to obtain 
the observed values. Beginning with data from 2007 regarding students with autism, a 
two-dimensional Chi square contingency was created using Microsoft Excel 2011 for 
Mac. The table appears in Figure 2. The expected value for students with autism in 
correctional facilities was obtained by multiplying the total number of students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities by the total number of students with autism and 
dividing the product by the grand total. The expected value of students with autism in all 
other environments was obtained by multiplying the total number of all students with 
disabilities in all other environments by the total number of all students with autism and 
dividing the product by the grand total. The expected value of all other disability 
categories in correctional facilities was obtained by multiplying the total number of all 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities by the total number of all other 
disability categories and dividing the product by the grand total. The expected value for 
all other disability categories in all other environments was obtained by multiplying the 
total number of students with disabilities in all other environments by the total number of 
all other disability categories and dividing the product by the grand total. The following 
formula was used to obtain the chi-statistic to determine whether or not a significant 
difference existed between all students with autism and all students in all other disability 
categories who were in correctional facilities in 2007: 
   X2 = Σ [(observed-expected)2/expected] 
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The p values were calculated using the CHISQ.TEST formula in Microsoft Excel 2011 
for Mac. The process was repeated for each race/ethnicity category in 2007, and for each 
year 2008 to 2011. 
Research Question 18: Is there a significant difference between incarceration rates of 
race/ethnicity groups in the population of students with disabilities ages 6-21 for each 
school year from 2007 to 2011? 
Analysis: The numbers of students ages 6 to 21 in each race/ethnicity category in 
correctional facilities and in all other educational environments were summed to obtain 
the observed values. Beginning with data from 2007 regarding students with disabilities 
identified as American Indian or Alaska Native, a two-dimensional Chi square 
contingency diagram was created using Microsoft Excel 2011 for Mac. The diagram 
appears in Figure 2. The expected value for students with disabilities identified as 
American Indian or Alaska Native in correctional facilities was obtained by multiplying 
the total number of students in all race/ethnicity categories in correctional facilities by the 
total number of students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native 
and dividing the product by the grand total. The expected value of students with 
disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native in all other environments was 
obtained by multiplying the total number of all race/ethnicity categories in all other 
environments by the total number of all students with disabilities identified as American 
Indian or Alaska Native and dividing the product by the grand total. The expected value 
of all other race/ethnicity categories in correctional facilities was obtained by multiplying 
the total number of all other students with disabilities identified in all race/ethnicity 
categories in correctional facilities by the total number of all other race/ethnicity 
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categories and dividing the product by the grand total. The expected value for all other 
students with disabilities identified all other race/ethnicity categories in all other 
environments was obtained by multiplying the total number of all race/ethnicity 
categories in all other environments by the total number of all other race/ethnicity 
categories and dividing the product by the grand total. The following formula was used to 
obtain the chi-statistic to determine whether or not a significant difference existed 
between students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native and all 
students with disabilities identified in all other race/ethnicity categories in correctional 
facilities in 2007: 
   X2 = Σ [(observed-expected)2/expected] 
The p values were calculated using the CHISQ.TEST formula in Microsoft Excel 2011 
for Mac. The process was repeated for each race/ethnicity category in 2007, and for each 
year 2008 to 2011. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
 Disproportionate representation in special education has been an issue for over 40 
years (Artiles & Bal, 2008; Shealy, McHatton, & Wilson, 2012). Dunn (1968) was one of 
the first leaders in the field of special education to remark on the over-representation of 
racially and ethnically diverse groups placed in special education. Since Dunn’s remarks, 
the bulk of studies concerning disproportionate representation have centered on 
placement in special education; however, studies have branched out into the areas of the 
use exclusionary practices with students with disabilities and students with disabilities 
placed in correctional studies.  
The purpose of this study was to analyze state level data regarding students with 
disabilities from all 50 states and The District of Columbia Data were analyzed using Chi 
square tests and risk ratios to determine which disability categories and race/ethnicity 
categories were disproportionately represented in suspension/expulsion and placement in 
correctional facilities during the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. Results from the 
analyses of suspension/expulsion appear first followed by results from the analyses of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities. 
Suspension/Expulsion 
Suspension/expulsion rates of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 were 
analyzed using descriptive statistics, risk ratios, one-dimensional Chi-square tests, and 
two-dimensional Chi-square tests. The data were separated into analyses of disability 
categories and race/ethnicity found within the entire population of students with 
disabilities served under IDEA 2004 during the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011.  
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States with Highest Percentages of Students with Disabilities Suspended or Expelled 
All 50 states and The District of Columbia were ranked for each year from 2006-
2007 to 2011 based on the percentages of students with disabilities who were suspended 
or expelled. States with percentage higher than the average percent were reported for 
each year from 2006-2007 to 2011. The average percentage of students with disabilities 
ages 6 to 21 who were suspended or expelled in all 50 states and The District of 
Columbia during the school year of 2006-2007 was 10.55%. Twenty-nine states fell 
above the average percentage of students with disabilities who were suspended or 
expelled (see Appendix A). Delaware had the highest percentage (23.08%) of students 
with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were suspended or expelled during 2006-2007.  
The average percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were 
suspended or expelled in all 50 states and Washington, D.C during the school year of 
2007-2008 was 11.63%. Twenty-eight states fell above the average percentage of 
students with disabilities who were suspended or expelled (see Appendix B). Delaware 
had the highest percentage (24.05%) of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were 
suspended or expelled during 2007-2008.  
The average percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were 
suspended or expelled in all 50 states and Washington, D.C during the school year of 
2008-2009 was 11.10%. Twenty-five states fell above the average percentage of students 
with disabilities who were suspended or expelled (see Appendix C). Delaware had the 
highest percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were suspended or 
expelled during 2008-2009.  
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The average percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were 
suspended or expelled in all 50 states and Washington, D.C during the school year of 
2009-2010 was 11.02%. Twenty-four states fell above the average percentage of students 
with disabilities who were suspended or expelled (see Appendix D). Delaware had the 
highest percentage (19.77%) of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were 
suspended or expelled during 2009-2010.  
The average percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were 
suspended or expelled in all 50 states and Washington, D.C during the school year of 
2010-2011 was 10.55%. Twenty-six states fell above the average percentage of students 
with disabilities who were suspended or expelled (see Appendix E). Delaware had the 
highest percentage (18.32%) of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were 
suspended or expelled during 2010-2011.  
Risk Ratios of Disability Categories Suspended/Expelled 
Risk ratios were calculated for each disability category for all students with 
disabilities in all 50 states and The District of Columbia for each school year from 2007 
to 2011. The numbers of students suspended or expelled in each disability category were 
compared to the total numbers of all other disability categories suspended or expelled for 
each year.  During 2007, students with emotional disturbances had the greatest risk for 
suspension/expulsion.  The risk ratio (RR) for students with emotional disturbances 
during 2007 was 3.05, which suggests this group of students was more than three times as 
likely to be suspended or expelled than all other students with disabilities in all other 
disability categories combined. Though the RR for suspension/expulsion of students with 
ED decreased slightly in 2008, the RR increased each year from 2009 (RR = 3.08) to 
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2011 (RR = 3.30). For each year from 2007 to 2011, as the numbers of students with ED 
and the numbers of students in all other disability categories who suspended/expelled 
fluctuated, students with ED were consistently more than three times as likely to be 
suspended/expelled than all other students in all other disability categories combined (see 
Table 6). 
Table 6 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be 
Suspended/Expelled from Schools in All 50 States and The District of Columbia from 2007 
to 2011 
Year Disability Category Suspend/Expelled All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/Expelled 
RR 
2007 ED 123470 502896 3.05 
2008 ED 128393 541969 3.04 
2009 ED 125987 542843 3.08 
2010 ED 121270 528426 3.16 
2011 ED 113758 493145 3.30 
Note. ED = emotional disturbance; RR = risk ratio. 
Risk Ratios of Race/Ethnicity Categories of Students with Disabilities 
Suspended/Expelled 
Risk ratios were calculated for each race/ethnicity category for all students with 
disabilities in all 50 states and The District of Columbia for each school year from 2007 
to 2011. In 2007, five race/ethnicity categories were used for reporting.  These categories 
were (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not 
Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic).  In 2008, seven race/ethnicity 
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categories were made available for reporting.  These categories were (a) Hispanic/Latino, 
(b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more races. In 2007, the 
students with disabilities identified as Black (not Hispanic) were more than twice as 
likely (RR = 2.32) to be suspended or expelled than all other race/ethnicity categories 
combined. In 2008, students with disabilities identified as Black or African American 
were also more than twice as likely (RR = 2.45) to be suspended or expelled than all 
other race/ethnicity categories combined.  For each additional year from 2009 to 2011, 
students with disabilities who were identified as Black or African American were more 
than twice likely to be suspended or expelled than all other race/ethnicity categories 
combined (see Table 7).   
Table 7 
Race/Ethnicity Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to 
be Suspended/Expelled from Schools Among All States and The District of Columbia from 
2007 to 2011 
Year Race/Ethnicity Category Suspended/Expelled All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
2007 Black or African American 234423 390867 2.32 
2008 Black or African American 257319 410094 2.45 
2009 Black or African American 259990 404516 2.54 
2010 Black or African American 251130 394790 2.63 
2011 Black or African American 228465 378313 2.62 
Note. RR = risk ratio 
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Top Ten States and Risk Rations of Disability Categories Suspended/Expelled 
Risk ratios were calculated for each disability category in each of the top ten 
states with the highest percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 
suspended/expelled during the school years 2006-2007 to 2011. In each of the top ten 
states during 2006-2007, students with emotional disturbances were more likely to be 
suspended or expelled than all other students with disabilities in all other categories 
combined (see Table 8).  Louisiana had the highest risk ratio for students with emotional 
disturbances (RR = 3.60).  This suggests students with emotional disturbances were more 
than three times as likely to be suspended/expelled than all other students with disabilities 
in all other disability categories combined in the state of Louisiana during 2006-2007.  
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Table 8 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be 
Suspended/Expelled from Schools in Top Ten States with Highest Suspension/Expulsion Rates 
of Students with Disabilities for 2006-2007 
State Disability 
Category 
Suspended/Expelled All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
Delaware                                           ED 497 3364 2.76 
Nevada                                             ED 1043 7483 2.70 
South Carolina                                     ED 2166 15672 2.85 
Louisiana                                          ED 1635 13012 3.60 
Georgia                                            ED 9102 22817 2.89 
Alabama                                            ED 756 13161 2.61 
Rhode Island                                       ED 1035 3518 2.47 
Florida                                            ED 14538 43092 3.49 
Maryland                                           ED 3137 11721 2.67 
Hawaii                                             ED 733 2037 3.31 
Note. ED = emotional disturbance; RR = risk ratio. Order of states based on percentage rank 
of students with disabilities suspended/expelled during 2006-2007. 
 
 In each of the top ten states during 2007-2008, students with emotional 
disturbances were more likely to be suspended or expelled than all other students with 
disabilities in all other categories combined (see Table 9). Louisiana had the highest risk 
ratio for students with emotional disturbances (RR = 3.31). This suggests students with 
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emotional disturbances were more than three times as likely to be suspended/expelled 
than all other students with disabilities in all other disability categories combined in the 
state of Louisiana during 2007-2008. 
 
Table 9 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be 
Suspended/Expelled from Schools in Top Ten States with Highest Suspension/Expulsion Rates 
of Students with Disabilities for 2007-2008 
State Disability Category Suspend/ 
   Expelled 
All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
Delaware                                           ED 488 3474 2.82 
Nevada                                             ED 978 7690 2.42 
South Carolina                                     ED 2052 16605 2.74 
Louisiana                                          ED 1452 13081 3.31 
Georgia                                            ED 8124 21550 2.88 
Alabama                                            ED 617 12097 2.47 
Rhode Island                                       ED 918 3111 2.50 
Florida                                            ED 12586 43393 3.23 
Wisconsin                                          ED 5230 11699 3.00 
Texas                                              ED 12184 51635 2.96 
Note. ED = emotional disturbance; RR = risk ratio. Order of states based on percentage rank of 
students with disabilities suspended/expelled during 2007-2008. 
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 In each of the top ten states during 2008-2009, students with emotional 
disturbances were more likely to be suspended or expelled than all other students with 
disabilities in all other categories combined (see Table 10). Florida had the highest risk 
ratio for students with emotional disturbances (RR = 3.31). This suggests students with 
emotional disturbances were more than three times as likely to be suspended/expelled 
than all other students with disabilities in all other disability categories combined in the 
state of Florida during 2007-2008. 
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Table 10 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be 
Suspended/Expelled from Schools in Top Ten States with Highest Suspension/Expulsion 
Rates of Students with Disabilities for 2008-2009 
State Disability Category Suspend/ 
   Expelled 
All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
Delaware                                           ED 441 3402 2.64 
South Carolina                                     ED 2018 16963 2.85 
Louisiana                                          ED 1386 13830 3.24 
Nevada                                             ED 1002 7229 2.73 
Florida                                            ED 12155 43477 3.36 
Alabama                                            ED 595 11564 2.48 
Georgia                                            ED 6698 18437 3.02 
Rhode Island                                       ED 754 2875 2.29 
Virginia                                           ED 3800 18903 2.74 
Michigan                                           ED 5611 24047 2.94 
Note. ED = emotional disturbance; RR = risk ratio. Order of states based on percentage 
rank of students with disabilities suspended/expelled during 2008-2009. 
 
 In each of the top ten states during 2009-2010, students with emotional 
disturbances were more likely to be suspended or expelled than all other students with 
disabilities in all other categories combined (see Table 11). North Carolina had the 
highest risk ratio for students with emotional disturbances (RR = 3.81). This suggests 
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students with emotional disturbances were more than three times as likely to be 
suspended/expelled than all other students with disabilities in all other disability 
categories combined in the state of North Carolina during 2009-2010. 
 
Table 11 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be 
Suspended/Expelled from Schools in Top Ten States with Highest Suspension/Expulsion 
Rates of Students with Disabilities for 2009-2010 
State Disability Category Suspend/ 
   Expelled 
All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
Delaware                                           ED 392 2846 3.04 
South Carolina                                     ED 1728 15556 3.01 
Louisiana                                          ED 1222 12373 3.52 
North Carolina                                     ED 3864 24194 3.81 
Nevada                                             ED 851 5897 2.89 
Alabama                                            ED 617 11499 2.80 
Florida                                            ED 10876 41421 3.43 
Wisconsin                                          ED 4726 12238 2.81 
Rhode Island                                       ED 712 2677 2.37 
Virginia                                           ED 3766 17917 2.97 
Note. RR = risk ratio; ED = emotional disturbance. Order of states based on percentage 
rank of students with disabilities suspended/expelled during 2009-2010. 
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In each of the top ten states during 2010-2011, students with ED were more likely 
to be suspended or expelled than all other students with disabilities in all other categories 
combined (see Table 12). North Carolina had the highest risk ratio for students with ED 
(RR = 3.87). This suggests students with emotional disturbances were more than three 
times as likely to be suspended/expelled than all other students with disabilities in all 
other disability categories combined in the state of North Carolina during 2010-2011. 
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Table 12 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be 
Suspended/Expelled from Schools in Top Ten States with Highest Suspension/Expulsion 
Rates of Students with Disabilities for 2010-2011 
State Disability Category Suspend/ 
   Expelled 
All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
Delaware                                           ED 336 2721 2.77 
South Carolina                                     ED 1522 14516 2.94 
Louisiana                                          ED 1063 11604 3.37 
Nevada                                             ED 872 6171 2.89 
Rhode Island                                       ED 714 2713 2.42 
North Carolina                                     ED 3395 22600 3.87 
Florida                                            ED 10050 38180 3.67 
Virginia                                           ED 3544 16583 3.09 
Wisconsin                                          ED 4603 10343 3.32 
Maryland                                           ED 2751 9725 3.27 
Note. RR = risk ratio; ED = emotional disturbance. Order of states based on percentage 
rank of students with disabilities suspended/expelled during 2010-2011. 
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Top Ten States and Risk Ratios of Race/Ethnicity Categories of Students with 
Disabilities Suspended/Expelled 
Risk ratios were calculated for each race/ethnicity category of students with 
disabilities in each of the top ten states with the highest percentage of students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were suspended or expelled during the school years 2006-
2007 to 2011. During the 2006-2007 school year, students with disabilities were reported 
in the race/ethnicity categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or 
Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic). In 
the states of Delaware, Nevada, South Carolina, Louisiana, Georgia, Alabama, Rhode 
Island, Florida, and Maryland, students identified as Black (not Hispanic) were more 
likely to be suspended or expelled than all race/ethnicity categories combined, and in 
Hawaii, students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native were 
more likely to be suspended or expelled (see Table 13). In Hawaii, students with 
disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native were slightly more at risk for 
suspension or expulsion (RR = 1.13) than all other students with disabilities in all other 
race/ethnicity categories combined. Georgia had the highest risk ratio for 
suspension/expulsion of students identified as Black (not Hispanic). In Georgia, students 
identified as Black (not Hispanic) were more than twice as likely (RR = 2.60) to be 
suspended or expelled than all other race/ethnicity categories combined.  
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Table 13 
Race/Ethnicity Categories Most Likely to be Suspended/Expelled from Schools in Top 
Ten States with Highest Suspension/Expulsion Rates of Students with Disabilities for 
2006-2007 
State Race/Ethnicity category Suspend/ 
Expelled 
All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
Delaware Black or African American 2358 1520 2.33 
Nevada Black or African American 2702 5831 2.48 
South Carolina Black or African American 11186 6650 2.07 
Louisiana Black or African American 9935 4710 2.18 
Georgia Black or African American 20189 10970 2.60 
Alabama Black or African American 8873 5054 2.37 
Rhode Island Black or African American 800 3759 1.95 
Florida Black or African American 25745 31895 2.14 
Maryland Black or African American 9044 5818 2.03 
Hawaii 
 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
23 
 
2756 
 
1.13 
Note. RR = risk ratio. Order of states based on percentage rank of students with 
disabilities suspended/expelled during 2006-2007. 
 
During the 2007-2008 school year, students with disabilities were reported in the 
five race/ethnicity categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or 
Pacific Islander, (c) Black or African American (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not 
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Hispanic), or the seven race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American 
Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian 
or Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more races. In all the top ten states, students 
with disabilities who were identified as Black or African American were more likely to 
be suspended or expelled than all race/ethnicity categories combined (see Table 14). 
Wisconsin had the highest risk ratio for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities 
who were identified as Black or African American (RR = 4.45). This suggests students 
with disabilities who were identified as Black or African American were more than four 
times as likely to be suspended or expelled than all other students with disabilities 
identified in all other race/ethnicity categories combined in the state of Wisconsin during 
2007-2008.  
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Table 14 
Race/Ethnicity Categories Most Likely to be Suspended/Expelled from Schools in Top 
Ten States with Highest Suspension/Expulsion Rates of Students with Disabilities for 
2007-2008 
State Race/Ethnicity category Suspend/ 
Expelled 
All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
Delaware                                           Black or African American 2392 1549 2.29 
Nevada                                             Black or African American 2760 5928 2.48 
South Carolina                                     Black or African American 11777 6911 2.16 
Louisiana                                          Black or African American 9817 4724 2.14 
Georgia                                            Black or African American 18780 10082 2.61 
Alabama                                            Black or African American 8148 4567 2.46 
Rhode Island                                       Black or African American 704 3336 1.91 
Florida                                            Black or African American 24985 31000 2.18 
Wisconsin                                          Black or African American 7781 9167 4.45 
Texas                                              Black or African American 22304 41449 2.35 
Note. RR = risk ratio. Order of states based on percentage rank of students with 
disabilities suspended/expelled during 2007-2008. 
 
During the 2008-2009 school year, students with disabilities were reported in the 
five race/ethnicity categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or 
Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic), or 
the seven race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska 
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Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more races. In all the top ten states, students with 
disabilities who were identified as Black or African American were more likely to be 
suspended or expelled than all race/ethnicity categories combined (see Table 15). Nevada 
had the highest risk ratio for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities who were 
identified as Black or African American (RR = 2.74). This suggests students with 
disabilities who were identified as Black or African American were more than twice as 
likely to be suspended or expelled than all other students with disabilities identified in all 
other race/ethnicity categories combined in the state of Nevada during 2008-2009.  
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Table 15 
Race/Ethnicity Categories Most Likely to be Suspended/Expelled from Schools in Top 
Ten States with Highest Suspension/Expulsion Rates of Students with Disabilities for 
2008-2009 
State Race/Ethnicity category Suspend/ 
   Expelled 
All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
Delaware                                           Black or African American 2329 1494 2.29 
South Carolina                                     Black or African American 12130 6875 2.25 
Louisiana                                          Black or African American 10589 4627 2.35 
Nevada                                             Black or African American 2814 5442 2.74 
Florida                                            Black or African American 24495 31147 2.14 
Alabama                                            Black or African American 7518 4644 2.27 
Georgia                                            Black or African American 15794 8591 2.73 
Rhode Island                                       Black or African American 675 2960 2.01 
Virginia                                           Black or African American 11863 10844 2.30 
Michigan                                           Black or African American 12094 17592 2.34 
Note. S/E = suspended/expelled; AOC S/E = all other categories suspended/expelled; RR 
= risk ratio; B/AA = Black or African American. Order of states based on percentage 
rank of students with disabilities suspended/expelled during 2008-2009. 
 
During the 2009-2010 school year, students with disabilities were reported in the 
five race/ethnicity categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or 
Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic), or 
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the seven race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska 
Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more races. In all the top ten states, students with 
disabilities who were identified as Black or African American were more likely to be 
suspended or expelled than all race/ethnicity categories combined (see Table 16). 
Wisconsin had the highest risk ratio for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities 
who were identified as Black or African American (RR = 5.61). This suggests students 
with disabilities who were identified as Black or African American were more than five 
times as likely to be suspended or expelled than all other students with disabilities 
identified in all other race/ethnicity categories combined in the state of Wisconsin during 
2009-2010.  
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Table 16 
Race/Ethnicity Categories Most Likely to be Suspended/Expelled from Schools in Top 
Ten States with Highest Suspension/Expulsion Rates of Students with Disabilities for 
2009-2010 
State Race/Ethnicity category Suspend/ 
   Expelled 
All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
Delaware                                           Black or African American 1971 1279 2.34 
South Carolina                                     Black or African American 10819 6493 2.18 
Louisiana                                          Black or African American 9463 4133 2.37 
North Carolina                                     Black or African American 14872 11798 2.50 
Nevada                                             Black or African American 2168 4601 2.68 
Alabama                                            Black or African American 7455 4663 2.32 
Florida                                            Black or African American 22642 29723 2.18 
Wisconsin                                          Black or African American 8753 8215 5.61 
Rhode Island                                       Black or African American 621 2774 2.07 
Virginia                                           Black or African American 11566 10122 2.67 
Note. RR = risk ratio. Order of states based on percentage rank of students with 
disabilities suspended/expelled during 2009-2010. 
 
During the 2010-2011 school year, students with disabilities were reported in the 
race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, 
(c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) 
White, and (g) Two or more races. In all the top ten states, students with disabilities who 
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were identified as Black or African American were more likely to be suspended or 
expelled than all race/ethnicity categories combined (see Table 17). Wisconsin had the 
highest risk ratio for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities who were 
identified as Black or African American (RR = 4.65). This suggests students with 
disabilities who were identified as Black or African American were more than five times 
as likely to be suspended or expelled than all other students with disabilities identified in 
all other race/ethnicity categories combined in the state of Wisconsin during 2010-2011.  
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Table 17 
Race/Ethnicity Categories Most Likely to be Suspended/Expelled from Schools in Top 
Ten States with Highest Suspension/Expulsion Rates of Students with Disabilities for 
2010-2011 
State Race/Ethnicity category Suspend/ 
Expelled 
All Other 
Categories 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
RR 
Delaware Black or African American 1850 1219 2.29 
South Carolina Black or African American 9723 6296 2.04 
Louisiana Black or African American 8816 3835 2.38 
Nevada Black or African American 1909 5137 2.25 
Rhode Island Black or African American 572 2828 1.86 
North Carolina Black or African American 13930 12068 2.33 
Florida Black or African American 20228 28047 2.05 
Virginia Black or African American 10317 9810 2.50 
Wisconsin Black or African American 6940 7934 4.65 
Maryland Black or African American 7816 4663 2.18 
Note. S/E = suspended/expelled; AOC S/E = all other categories suspended/expelled; RR 
= risk ratio; B/AA = Black or African American. Order of states based on percentage 
rank of students with disabilities suspended/expelled during 2010-2011. 
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Comparison of Disability Categories within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Suspended/Expelled 
One-dimensional Chi-square tests were used to analyze suspension/expulsion data 
regarding students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 from all 50 states and Washington, D.C 
for the schools years of 2006-2007 to 2011. The numbers for suspension/expulsion in 
each disability category were compared to the numbers for suspension/expulsion in all 
other disability categories combined. During the 2006-2007 school year, the total number 
of students with disabilities suspended or expelled was 626,366. Students with SLD were 
largest proportion of the population (n = 314,205). The differences between observed and 
expected values within the population of students suspended or expelled were significant 
for every disability category (see Table 18) except intellectual disabilities, X2 (1, N = 
626,366) = 0.19, p = .66. A significant difference between observed and expected values 
within the population of students with disabilities suspended or expelled suggests these 
groups were disproportionately represented, except for students with ID, during the 
school year of 2006-2007.   
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Table 18 
Comparison Between Disability Category Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2006-2007 
Disability Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 7654 36930.71 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness 1 64 52058.59 < .001* 
DD                 1 3288 45316.24 < .001* 
ED               1 123470 127446.76 < .001* 
HI                 1 3806 44276.53 < .001* 
ID 1 48275 0.19 .66 
MD               1 6894 38328.78 < .001* 
OI           1 2249 47438.06 < .001* 
OHI            1 81227 24552.11 < .001* 
SLD      1 314205 1591166.61 < .001* 
S/LI      1 32680 5403.22 < .001* 
TBI              1 1800 48370.02 < .001* 
VI                  1 754 50576.28 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = 
specific learning disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic 
brain injury; VI = visual impairments. 
*p <.05 
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During the 2007-2008school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled was 670,362. Students with SLD were largest proportion of the 
population (n = 329,771). The differences between observed and expected values within 
the population of students suspended or expelled were significant for every disability 
category (see Table 19) except intellectual disabilities, X2 (1, N = 670,362) = 0.77, p = 
0.38. A significant difference between observed and expected values within the 
population of students with disabilities suspended or expelled indicates these groups were 
disproportionately represented, except students with ID, during the school year of 2007-
2008. 
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Table 19 
Comparison Between Disability Category Groups within the Population of Students 
with Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2007-2008 
Disability Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 10142 36050.11 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness                      1 25 55809.35 < .001* 
DD                 1 4171 47191.82 < .001* 
ED               1 128393 123999.62 < .001* 
HI                 1 4182 47169.92 < .001* 
ID 1 51758 0.77 .38 
MD               1 6176 43283.50 < .001* 
OI           1 2522 50532.79 < .001* 
OHI            1 93540 37012.67 < .001* 
SLD      1 329771 1626016.59 < .001* 
S/LI      1 36836 4558.48 < .001* 
TBI              1 1993 51628.78 < .001* 
VI                  1 853 54030.62 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple  
disabilities; OI = orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = 
specific learning disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic 
brain injury; VI = visual impairments. 
*p <.05 
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During the 2008-2009 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled was 668,830. Students with SLD were the largest proportion of the 
population (n = 325,342). The differences between observed and expected values within 
the population of students suspended or expelled were significant for every disability 
category (see Appendix F). A significant difference between observed and expected 
values within the population of students with disabilities suspended or expelled indicates 
these groups were disproportionately represented during the school year of 2008-2009. 
During the 2009-2010 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled was 649,696. Students with SLD were the largest proportion of the 
population (n = 310,581). The differences between observed and expected values within 
the population of students suspended or expelled were significant for every disability 
category (see Table 21). A significant difference between observed and expected values 
within the population of students with disabilities suspended or expelled indicates these 
groups were disproportionately represented during the school year of 2009-2010. 
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Table 21 
Comparison Between Disability Category Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2009-2010 
Disability Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 13753 28443.23 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness                     1 58 54015.74 < .001* 
DD                 1 4436 44956.56 < .001* 
ED               1 121270 110177.71 < .001* 
HI                 1 4083 45656.20 < .001* 
ID 1 46129 320.91 < .001* 
MD               1 5928 42059.08 < .001* 
OI           1 2054 49782.45 < .001* 
OHI            1 101680 57947.30 < .001* 
SLD      1 310581 1472172.50 < .001* 
S/LI      1 36887 3714.06 < .001* 
TBI              1 2075 49738.83 < .001* 
VI                  1 762 52502.92 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD =specific 
learning disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic brain 
injury; VI = visual impairments. 
*p < .05. 
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During the 2010-2011 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled was 606,903. Students with SLD were the largest proportion of the 
population (n = 282,704). The differences between observed and expected values within 
the population of students suspended or expelled were significant for every disability 
category (see Table 22). A significant difference between observed and expected values 
within the population of students with disabilities suspended or expelled indicates these 
groups were disproportionately represented during the school year of 2010-2011. 
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Table 22 
Comparison Between Disability Category Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2010-2011 
Disability Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 15530 22523.58 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness                      1 29 50512.44 < .001* 
DD                 1 4882 40550.66 < .001* 
ED               1 113758 104395.94 < .001* 
HI                 1 3755 42766.61 < .001* 
ID 1 40922 770.66 < .001* 
MD               1 5172 39989.98 < .001* 
OI           1 1931 46477.94 < .001* 
OHI            1 100775 67892.63 < .001* 
SLD      1 282704 1292649.17 < .001* 
S/LI      1 34643 3364.90 < .001* 
TBI              1 1977 46382.45 < .001* 
VI                  1 825 48803.54 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple 
disabilities; OI = orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD =  
specific learning disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic 
brain injury; VI = visual impairments.   
*p <.05 
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Comparison of Race/Ethnicity Categories within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Suspended or Expelled 
One-dimensional chi square tests were used to analyze suspension/expulsion data 
regarding race/ethnicity categories of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 from all 50 
states and Washington, D.C for the schools years of 2006-2007 to 2011. The numbers for 
suspension/expulsion in each race/ethnicity category were compared to the numbers for 
suspension/expulsion in all other race/ethnicity categories combined. During the 2006-
2007 school year, the total number of students with disabilities suspended or expelled by 
race/ethnicity categories was 625,290. Students with disabilities who were identified as 
White were largest proportion of the population (n = 265,594). The differences between 
observed and expected values within the population of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 23). 
A significant difference between observed and expected values within the population of 
students with disabilities suspended or expelled by race/ethnicity indicates these groups 
were disproportionately represented during the school year of 2006-2007.  
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Table 23 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2006-2007 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan Native 1 10465 131254.65 < .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 9227 134105.98 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 234423 119551.56 < .001* 
Hispanic 1 105581 3791.78 < .001* 
White  1 265594 197412.07 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom. 
*p <.05 
During the 2007-2008 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled by race/ethnicity categories was 667,413. Students with disabilities 
who were identified as White were largest proportion of the population (n = 283,441). 
The differences between observed and expected values within the population of students 
with disabilities suspended or expelled were significant for every race/ethnicity category 
(see Table 24). A significant difference between observed and expected values within the 
population of students with disabilities suspended or expelled by race/ethnicity indicates 
these groups were disproportionately represented during the school year of 2007-2008.  
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Table 24 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2007-2008 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan Native 1 10491 141656.42 < .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 6998 149816.85 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 257319 143609.11 < .001* 
Hispanic 1 109164 5538.12 < .001* 
White  1 283441 210584.77 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom. 
*p <.05 
 
During the 2008-2009 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled by race/ethnicity categories was 664,506. Students with disabilities 
who were identified as White were largest proportion of the population (n = 275,101). 
The differences between observed and expected values within the population of students 
with disabilities suspended or expelled were significant for every race/ethnicity category 
(see Table 25). A significant difference between observed and expected values within the 
population of students with disabilities suspended or expelled by race/ethnicity indicates 
these groups were disproportionately represented during the school year of 2008-2009.  
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Table 25 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2008-2009 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan Native 1 9898 110207.52 < .001* 
Asian/Native Hawaiian/ 
Other Pacific Islander 
1 7080 
 
116452.33 
 
< .001* 
Black or African American 1 259990 241322.74 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic  1 111892 14.11 < .001* 
Two or more races 1 545 131596.42 < .001* 
White 1 275101 292666.50 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom. 
*p <.05 
During the 2009-2010 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled by race/ethnicity categories was 645,920. Students with disabilities 
who were identified as White were largest proportion of the population (n = 265,538). 
The differences between observed and expected values within the population of students 
with disabilities suspended or expelled were significant for every race/ethnicity category 
(see Table 26). A significant difference between observed and expected values within the 
population of students with disabilities suspended or expelled by race/ethnicity indicates 
these groups were disproportionately represented during the school year of 2009-2010.  
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Table 26 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2009-2010 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan Native 1 9523 107339.68 <.001* 
Asian/Native Hawaiian/ 
Other Pacific Islander 
1 6551 
 
113939.98 
 
<.001* 
Black or African American 1 251130 229464.93 <.001* 
Latino or Hispanic 1 110495 90.01 <.001* 
Two or more races 1 2683 122825.04 <.001* 
White 1 265538 277864.89 <.001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom. 
*p <.05 
 
In 2010-2011, race/ethnicity of students with disabilities were reported in the 
categories of a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) 
Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) 
Two or more races. During the 2010-2011 school year, the total number of students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 suspended or expelled by race/ethnicity categories was 606,778. 
Students with disabilities who were identified as White were largest proportion of the 
population (n = 240,507). The differences between observed and expected values within 
the population of students with disabilities suspended or expelled were significant for 
every race/ethnicity category (see Table 27). A significant difference between observed 
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and expected values within the population of students with disabilities suspended or 
expelled by race/ethnicity indicates these groups were disproportionately represented 
during 2010-2011.  
 
Table 27 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2010-2011 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan Native              1 8956 81311.88 < .001* 
Asian                                         1 3432 93280.20 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 228465 270557.65 < .001* 
Latino/Hispanic 1 107757 5977.60 < .001* 
Native Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander     
1 1923 
 
96692.44 
 
< .001* 
Two or More Races                             1 15738 67741.27 < .001* 
White                                         1 240507 318467.87 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom.  
*p <.05 
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Comparison of Students with Disabilities Who Were and Were Not 
Suspended/Expelled  
Two-dimensional chi square tests were conducted to determine whether there was 
a significant difference between each disability category and all other disability 
categories regarding the numbers of suspensions or expulsions and the numbers not 
suspended or expelled during the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. During the 2006-
2007 school year, the total number of students with disabilities suspended or expelled 
was 626,366. The total number of students not suspended or expelled was 5,237,142. The 
differences between observed and expected values were significant for every disability 
category (see Appendix G) except deaf-blindness, X2 (1, N = 626,366) = 0.26, p = .61). A 
significant difference between observed and expected values of students in each disability 
category and the observed and expected values of students in all other disability 
categories who were and were not suspended or expelled suggests disproportionate 
representation in the numbers of students with disabilities who were suspended or 
expelled during the school year of 2006-2007. A significant difference between observed 
and expected values of students with disabilities in each disability category and the 
observed and expected values of students with disabilities all other disability categories 
who were and were not suspended or expelled also suggests a relationship between 
disability category and suspension/expulsion. 
During the 2007-2008 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled was 670,362. The total number of students not suspended or 
expelled was 5,082,450. The differences between observed and expected values were 
significant for every disability category (see Appendix H). A significant difference 
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between observed and expected values of students in each disability category and the 
observed and expected values of students in all other disability categories who were and 
were not suspended or expelled suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers 
of students with disabilities who were suspended or expelled during the school year of 
2007-2008. A significant difference between observed and expected values of students 
with disabilities in each disability category and the observed and expected values of 
students with disabilities all other disability categories who were and were not suspended 
or expelled also suggests a relationship between disability category and 
suspension/expulsion. 
During the 2008-2009 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled was 668,830. The total number of students not suspended or 
expelled was 5,079,776. The differences between observed and expected values were 
significant for every disability category (see Appendix I). A significant difference 
between observed and expected values of students in each disability category and the 
observed and expected values of students in all other disability categories who were and 
were not suspended or expelled suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers 
of students with disabilities who were suspended or expelled during the school year of 
2008-2009. A significant difference between observed and expected values of students 
with disabilities in each disability category and the observed and expected values of 
students with disabilities all other disability categories who were and were not suspended 
or expelled also suggests a relationship between disability category and 
suspension/expulsion. 
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During the 2009-2010 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled was 649,696. The total number of students not suspended or 
expelled was 5,043,729. The differences between observed and expected values were 
significant for every disability category (see Appendix J) except deaf-blindness, X2 (1, N 
= 5,043,729)= 0.04, p = .84 and traumatic brain injury, X2 (1, N = 5,043,729) = 1.18, p = 
.28. A significant difference between observed and expected values of students in each 
disability category and the observed and expected values of students in all other disability 
categories who were and were not suspended or expelled suggests disproportionate 
representation in the numbers of students with disabilities who were suspended or 
expelled during the school year of 2009-2010. A significant difference between observed 
and expected values of students with disabilities in each disability category and the 
observed and expected values of students with disabilities all other disability categories 
who were and were not suspended or expelled also suggests a relationship between 
disability category and suspension/expulsion. 
During the 2010-2011 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled was 606,903. The total number of students not suspended or 
expelled was 5,045,585. The differences between observed and expected values were 
significant for every disability category (see Appendix K). A significant difference 
between observed and expected values of students in each disability category and the 
observed and expected values of students in all other disability categories who were and 
were not suspended or expelled suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers 
of students with disabilities who were suspended or expelled during the school year of 
2010-2011. A significant difference between observed and expected values of students 
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with disabilities in each disability category and the observed and expected values of 
students with disabilities all other disability categories who were and were not suspended 
or expelled also suggests a relationship between disability category and 
suspension/expulsion. 
Comparison of Race/Ethnicity Categories of Students with Disabilities Who Were 
and Were Not Suspended/Expelled 
Two-dimensional chi square tests were conducted to determine whether there was 
a significant difference between each race/ethnicity category and all other race/ethnicity 
categories regarding the numbers of students with disabilities who were and were not 
suspended or expelled during the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. In the 2006-2007 
school year, the race/ethnicity of students with disabilities was reported in the 
race/ethnicity categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific 
Islander, (c) Black (not Hispanic), Hispanic, and White (not Hispanic). During 2006-
2007, the total number of students with disabilities suspended or expelled as reported by 
race/ethnicity categories was 625,290. The total number of students with disabilities not 
suspended or expelled as reported by race/ethnicity categories was 5,243,087. The 
differences between observed and expected values were significant for every 
race/ethnicity category (see Table 33). A significant difference between observed and 
expected values of students with disabilities in each race/ethnicity category and the 
observed and expected values of students with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity 
categories who were and were not suspended or expelled suggests disproportionate 
representation in the numbers of students with disabilities in each race/ethnicity category 
who were suspended or expelled during the school year of 2006-2007. A significant 
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difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each 
race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not suspended or expelled also 
suggests a relationship between race/ethnicity category and suspension/expulsion. 
 
Table 33 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2006-2007 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
Not 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
1 10465 
 
73047 
 
313.15* 
 
< .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander/Native 
Hawaiian 
1 9227 
 
123627 
 
1965.36* 
 
< .001* 
Black or African American 1 234423 970280 2354.96* < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic 1 105581 949688 571.23* < .001* 
White 1 265594 3126445 67402.03* < .001* 
Note.  df = degrees of freedom. 
*p < .05. 
During the 2007-2008 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled as reported by race/ethnicity categories was 667,413. The total 
number of students with disabilities not suspended or expelled as reported by 
race/ethnicity categories was 5,085,110. The differences between observed and expected 
values were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 34). A significant 
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difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each 
race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
in all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not suspended or expelled 
suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with disabilities in 
each race/ethnicity category who were suspended or expelled during the school year of 
2007-2008. A significant difference between observed and expected values of students 
with disabilities in each race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of 
students with disabilities all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not 
suspended or expelled also suggests a relationship between race/ethnicity category and 
suspension/expulsion. 
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Table 34 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2007-2008 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
Not 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
1 10491 
 
72303 
 
15530.95 
 
< .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander/Native 
Hawaiian 
1 6998 
 
128602 
 
21021.10 
 
< .001* 
Black or African American 1 257319 914168 168518.92 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic 1 109164 959029 17867.65 < .001* 
Two or more races 1 0 4675 614.09 < .001* 
White 1 283441 3006333 66816.65 < .001* 
Note.  df = degrees of freedom.  
*p < .05. 
 
During the 2008-2009 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled as reported by race/ethnicity categories was 664,506. The total 
number of students with disabilities not suspended or expelled as reported by 
race/ethnicity categories was 5,073,436. The differences between observed and expected 
values were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 35). A significant 
difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each 
race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
in all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not suspended or expelled 
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suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with disabilities in 
each race/ethnicity category who were suspended or expelled during the school year of 
2008-2009. A significant difference between observed and expected values of students 
with disabilities in each race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of 
students with disabilities all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not 
suspended or expelled also suggests a relationship between race/ethnicity category and 
suspension/expulsion. 
 
Table 35 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2008-2009 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
Not 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
1 9898 
 
72115 
 
19.34 
 
< .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander/Native 
Hawaiian 
1 7080 
 
131331 
 
5790.54 
 
< .001* 
Black or African American 1 259990 898122 167383.41 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic 1 111892 997222 2990.89 < .001* 
Two or more races 1 545 22450 1912.87 < .001* 
White 1 275101 2952196 67302.65 < .001* 
Note.  df = degrees of freedom. 
*p < .05. 
 
 142"
During the 2009-2010 school year, the total number of students with disabilities 
suspended or expelled as reported by race/ethnicity categories was 645,920. The total 
number of students with disabilities not suspended or expelled as reported by 
race/ethnicity categories was 5,054,905. The differences between observed and expected 
values were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 36). A significant 
difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each 
race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
in all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not suspended or expelled 
suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with disabilities in 
each race/ethnicity category who were suspended or expelled during the school year of 
2009-2010. A significant difference between observed and expected values of students 
with disabilities in each race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of 
students with disabilities all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not 
suspended or expelled also suggests a relationship between race/ethnicity category and 
suspension/expulsion. 
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Table 36 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2009-2010 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
Not 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
1 9523 
 
80648 
 
15530.95 
 
< .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander/Native 
Hawaiian 
1 6551 
 
137251 
 
21021.10 
 
< .001* 
Black or African American 1 251130 1110747 168518.92 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic 1 110495 1155762 17867.65 < .001* 
Two or more races 1 2683 116249 614.09 < .001* 
White 1 265538 3100168 66816.65 < .001* 
Note.  df = degrees of freedom. 
*p < .05 
In 2010-2011, race/ethnicity of students with disabilities were reported in the 
categories of a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) 
Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) 
Two or more races. During the 2010-2011 school year, the total number of students with 
disabilities suspended or expelled as reported by race/ethnicity categories was 606,778. 
The total number of students with disabilities not suspended or expelled as reported by 
race/ethnicity categories was 5,054,615. The differences between observed and expected 
values were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 37). A significant 
difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each 
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race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
in all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not suspended or expelled 
suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with disabilities in 
each race/ethnicity category who were suspended or expelled during the school year of 
2010-2011. A significant difference between observed and expected values of students 
with disabilities in each race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of 
students with disabilities all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not 
suspended or expelled also suggests a relationship between race/ethnicity category and 
suspension/expulsion. 
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Table 37 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2010-2011 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
Not 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native              
1 8956 
 
69143 
 
46.51 
 
< .001* 
Asian                                         1 3432 119974 8304.67 < .001* 
Black or African American                    1 228465 863774 147121.09 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic                            1 107757 1085268 4487.94 < .001* 
Native Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 
1 1923 
 
13927 
 
33.24 
 
< .001* 
Two or more races                             1 15738 117688 165.79 < .001* 
White                                         1 240507 2784841 52027.79 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom.  
*p < .05 
 
Correctional Facilities 
Educational environment data regarding students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 
were analyzed using descriptive statistics, risk ratios, one-dimensional Chi-square tests, 
and two-dimensional Chi-square tests. The main focus of each analysis was on students 
with disabilities in correctional facilities during the school years of 2007 to 2011. The 
data were separated into analyses of disability categories and race/ethnicity found within 
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the entire population of students with disabilities served under IDEA 2004 during the 
school years of 2007 to 2011.  
States with Highest Percentages of Students with Disabilities in Correctional 
Facilities 
All 50 states and The District of Columbia were ranked for each year from 2007 
to 2011 based on the percentages of students with disabilities who were in correctional 
facilities.  States with higher percentages than the average percent were reported for each 
year from 2007 to 2011. The average percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 
who were in correctional facilities during the school year of 2007 was 0.21%. Twenty-
four states fell above the average percentage of students with disabilities who were in 
correctional facilities (see Appendix L). Florida had the highest percentage of students 
with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were in correctional facilities during 2007 at 1.08%.  
The average percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were in 
correctional facilities during the school year of 2008 was 0.20%. Twenty-one states fell 
above the average percentage of students with disabilities who were in correctional 
facilities (see Appendix M). Missouri had the highest percentage of students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were in correctional facilities during 2008 at 0.91%.  
The average percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were in 
correctional facilities during the school year of 2009 was 0.22%. Twenty-one states fell 
above the average percentage of students with disabilities who were in correctional 
facilities (see Appendix N). Florida had the highest percentage of students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were in correctional facilities during 2009 at 0.87%.  
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The average percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were in 
correctional facilities during the school year of 2010 was 0.19%. Twenty states fell above 
the average percentage of students with disabilities who were in correctional facilities 
(see Appendix O). Florida had the highest percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 who were in correctional facilities during 2010 at 1.08%.  
The average percentage of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were in 
correctional facilities during the school year of 2011 was 0.18%. Seventeen states fell 
above the average percentage of students with disabilities who were in correctional 
facilities (see Appendix P). Florida had the highest percentage of students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were in correctional facilities during 2011 at 0.96%.  
Risk Ratios of Disability Categories in Correctional Facilities 
Risk ratios were calculated for each disability category for all students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all 50 states and The District of Columbia for each school year 
from 2007 to 2011. The numbers of students in correctional facilities in each disability 
category were compared to the total numbers of all other disability categories in 
correctional facilities for each year. In all years from 2007 to 2011, students identified in 
the disability category of emotional disturbance were most likely to be in correctional 
facilities when compared to the numbers of students in all other disability categories 
combined. During 2007, the risk ratio for students with emotional disturbance was 10.21. 
This suggests students with emotional disturbance were more than 10 times as likely to 
be found in correctional facilities than all other disability groups combined.  
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Table 43 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be in 
Correctional Facilities Among All States and The District of Columbia from 2007 to 2011 
Year Disability Category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
2007 ED 7573 9389 10.05 
2008 ED 6663 9617 8.94 
2009 ED 5778 9217 8.36 
2010 ED 6350 7803 11.21 
2011 ED 5582 7371 10.87 
Note. RR = risk ratio; ED = emotional disturbance. 
 
Risk Ratios of Race/Ethnicity Categories of Students with Disabilities in 
Correctional Facilities 
Risk ratios were calculated for each race/ethnicity category for all students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all 50 states and The District of Columbia for each school year 
from 2007 to 2011. In 2007, five race/ethnicity categories were used for reporting.  These 
categories were (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific Islander, (c) 
Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic).  In 2008, seven 
race/ethnicity categories were made available for reporting.  These categories were (a) 
Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African 
American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more races. 
During 2007, students with disabilities identified as Black (not Hispanic) were most 
 149"
likely to found in correctional facilities than all other students with disabilities identified 
in all other race/ethnicity categories combined. The risk ratio for students with disabilities 
identified as Black (not Hispanic) was 4.36, which suggests students with disabilities 
identified as Black (not Hispanic were more than four times as likely to be found in 
correctional facilities than all other students with disabilities identified in all other 
race/ethnicity categories combined. During the years 2008 to 2011, students with 
disabilities identified as Black or African American were most likely to be found in 
correctional facilities than all other students with disabilities identified in all other 
race/ethnicity categories combined (see Table 44).  
 
Table 44 
Race/Ethnicity Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to 
be in Correctional Facilities Among All States and The District of Columbia from 2007 to 
2011 
Year Race/Ethnicity Category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
2007 Black or African American 11768 10499 4.33 
2008 Black or African American 10351 9745 4.15 
2009 Black or African American 10909 8655 4.98 
2010 Black or African American 9759 8142 4.95 
2011 Black or African American 8903 7345 5.07 
Note. RR = risk ratio. 
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Top Ten States and Risk Ratios of Disability Categories in Correctional Facilities 
Risk ratios were calculated for each disability category in each of the top ten 
states with the highest percentage of students with disabilities in correctional facilities 
during 2007 to 2011. During 2007, emotional disturbance was the most likely disability 
category to be found in correctional facilities in each of the top ten states (see Table 45). 
Among the top ten states, the risk ratio for students with emotional disturbance was 
highest in Idaho (RR = 21.36). This suggests students with emotional disturbance were 
more than 21 times as likely to be found in correctional facilities than all other disability 
categories combined during 2007 in Idaho.  
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Table 45 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be in 
Correctional Facilities in the Top Ten States Ranked Highest for Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities for 2007 
State Disability category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
Florida ED 2117 1728 12.61 
Kansas ED 117 141 14.41 
Missouri ED 196 329 8.83 
Virginia ED 238 397 7.84 
Georgia ED 336 357 6.84 
Michigan ED 491 365 15.92 
New Jersey ED 402 498 15.58 
Oregon ED 104 157 9.32 
Idaho ED 51 38 20.36 
California ED 560 1536 7.74 
RR = risk ratio; ED = emotional disturbance. Order of states based on percentage rank of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities in 2007. 
 
During 2008, emotional disturbance was the most likely disability category to be 
found in correctional facilities in each of the top ten states (see Table 45). Among the top 
ten states, the risk ratio for students with emotional disturbance was highest in Louisiana 
(RR = 26.49). This suggests students with emotional disturbance were more than 29 
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times as likely to be found in correctional facilities than all other disability categories 
combined in the state of Louisiana during 2008.  
 
Table 46 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be in 
Correctional Facilities in the Top Ten States Ranked Highest for Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities for 2008 
State Disability category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
Missouri ED 326 729 6.54 
Florida ED 1260 1355 10.60 
Michigan ED 646 597 13.03 
Idaho ED 73 50 23.46 
Virginia ED 347 387 11.69 
Wisconsin ED 286 206 9.31 
Kansas ED 105 126 14.78 
California ED 599 1804 7.06 
Arizona ED 146 290 6.54 
Louisiana ED 128 145 26.49 
Note. RR = risk ratio; ED = emotional disturbance. Order of states based on percentage 
rank of students with disabilities in correctional facilities in 2008. 
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During 2009, emotional disturbance was the most likely disability category to be 
found in correctional facilities in all of the tops states with the highest percentages of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities (see Table 47). Among the top ten 
states, Idaho had the highest risk ratio for emotional disturbance (RR = 27.66) in 
correctional facilities. This suggests students with emotional disturbances in the state of 
Idaho were more than 27 times as likely to be found in correctional facilities than all 
other disability categories combined during the year 2009.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 154"
Table 47 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be in 
Correctional Facilities in the Top Ten States Ranked Highest for Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities for 2009 
State Disability category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
Florida ED 1070 1758 7.53 
Iowa ED 39 288 1.25 
Kansas ED 130 179 13.21 
Missouri ED 129 487 4.03 
Idaho ED 80 45 27.66 
Michigan ED 603 319 23.75 
Virginia ED 158 493 4.50 
Arizona ED 180 262 8.78 
Oregon ED 111 155 10.12 
Wisconsin ED 219 187 8.25 
Note. RR = risk ratio; ED = emotional disturbance. Order of states based on percentage 
rank of students with disabilities in correctional facilities in 2009. 
 
During 2010, emotional disturbance was the most likely disability category to be 
found in correctional facilities in all of the tops states with the highest percentages of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities (see Table 48). Among the top ten 
states, Wyoming had the highest risk ratio for emotional disturbance (RR = 75.06) in 
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correctional facilities. This suggests students with emotional disturbances in the state of 
Wyoming were more than 75 times as likely to be found in correctional facilities than all 
other disability categories combined during the year 2010.  
 
Table 48 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be in 
Correctional Facilities in the Top Ten States with Highest Rates of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities for 2010 
State Disability category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
Florida ED 1837 1736 13.74 
Missouri ED 119 512 3.75 
Iowa ED 39 288 1.24 
Wyoming ED 51 10 75.06 
Michigan ED 583 333 22.99 
Kansas ED 84 160 10.12 
Oregon ED 107 174 8.85 
Arizona ED 155 267 7.50 
Colorado ED 198 58 32.99 
Maryland ED 156 131 12.96 
Note. RR = risk ratio; ED = emotional disturbance. Order of states based on percentage 
rank of students with disabilities in correctional facilities in 2010. 
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During 2011, emotional disturbance was the most likely disability category to be 
found in correctional facilities in all of the tops states with the highest percentages of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities (see Table 48). Among the top ten 
states, Wyoming had the highest risk ratio for emotional disturbance (RR = 75.06) in 
correctional facilities. This suggests students with emotional disturbances in the state of 
Wyoming were more than 75 times as likely to be found in correctional facilities than all 
other disability categories combined during the year 2010.   
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Table 49 
Disability Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be in 
Correctional Facilities in the Top Ten States with Highest Rates of Students with Disabilities 
in Correctional Facilities for 2011 
State Disability category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
Florida ED 1581 1478 14.85 
Michigan ED 640 408 20.53 
Missouri SLD 402 148 6.36 
Maryland ED 191 204 10.80 
Kansas ED 54 163 6.98 
Arizona ED 84 160 7.39 
Idaho ED 56 22 42.67 
District of Columbiaa SLD 33 0 -- 
Georgia ED 238 259 9.40 
Wisconsin ED 191 120 11.80 
Note. RR = risk ratio; ED = emotional disturbance; SLD = specific learning disabilities.  
--Risk ratio not available. 
a In The District of Columbia, only students with specific learning disabilities were reported in 
correctional facilities. Order of states based on percentage rank of students with disabilities in 
correctional facilities in 2011. 
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Top Ten States and Risk Ratios of Race/Ethnicity Categories of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities 
Risk ratios were calculated for each race/ethnicity category of students with 
disabilities in each of the top ten states with the highest percentage of students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were in correctional facilities during the school years 2006-
2007 to 2011. During the 2006-2007 school year, students with disabilities were reported 
in the race/ethnicity categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or 
Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic). In 
the states of Florida, Kansas, Missouri, Virginia, Georgia, Michigan, New Jersey, 
Oregon, and California students identified as Black (not Hispanic) were more likely to be 
in correctional facilities than all race/ethnicity categories combined, and in Idaho, 
students with disabilities identified as Hispanic were more likely to be in correctional 
facilities than all other race/ethnicity categories combined (see Table 50). In Idaho, 
students with disabilities identified as Hispanic were slightly more at risk for being found 
in correctional facilities (RR = 1.36) than all other students with disabilities in all other 
race/ethnicity categories combined. New Jersey had the highest risk ratio for students 
identified as Black (not Hispanic) for being in correctional facilities. In New Jersey, 
students with disabilities identified as Black (not Hispanic) were more than 14 times as 
likely (RR = 14.23) to be found in correctional facilities than all other race/ethnicity 
categories combined.  
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Table 50 
Race/Ethnicity Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be in 
Correctional Facilities in the Top Ten States with Highest Rates of Students with Disabilities 
in Correctional Facilities for 2007 
State Race/Ethnicity 
Category 
In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
Florida Black or African American 3055 1963 4.12 
Kansas Black or African American 97 190 3.83 
Missouri Black or African American 531 514 3.90 
Virginia Black or African American 670 270 5.27 
Georgia Black or African American 566 174 4.59 
Michigan Black or African American 565 594 3.33 
New Jersey Black or African American 658 174 14.23 
Oregon Black or African American 39 245 3.39 
Idaho Hispanic 28 128 1.36 
California Black or African American 779 1665 3.52 
Note. RR = risk ratio. Order of states based on percentage rank of students with disabilities in 
correctional facilities in 2007. 
 
During the 2008 school year, students with disabilities were reported in the five 
race/ethnicity categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific 
Islander, (c) Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic), or the 
seven race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska 
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Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more races. In Florida, Michigan, Idaho, Virginia, 
Wisconsin, Kansas, California, Arizona, and Louisiana, students with disabilities who 
were identified as Black or African American were more likely to be found in 
correctional facilities than all race/ethnicity categories combined (see Table 51). In 
Missouri, students with disabilities identified as White were more likely to be found in 
correctional facilities than all other race/ethnicity categories combined. In Missouri, the 
risk ratio for students with disabilities who were identified as White was not obtained 
because no numbers for all other race/ethnicity categories of students with disabilities in 
correctional facilities in the state were available. This suggests that within the population 
of students with disabilities in the state of Missouri during 2008, only students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 identified as White were in correctional facilities. The risk ratio 
for students with disabilities identified as Black or African American was highest in the 
state of Wisconsin (RR = 8.69); however, no risk ratio could be calculated for students 
with disabilities identified as Black or African American in the state of Louisiana. In the 
state of Louisiana, no numbers were available for any other race/ethnicity group within 
the state’s population of students with disabilities who were in correctional facilities in 
2008. This suggests only students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were identified as 
Black or African American were in correctional facilities during 2008.  
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Table 51 
Race/Ethnicity Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be in 
Correctional Facilities in the Top Ten States with Highest Rates of Students with Disabilities 
in Correctional Facilities for 2008 
State Race/Ethnicity Category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
Missouria White 552 0 -- 
Florida Black or African American 2993 1831 4.41 
Michigan Black or African American 660 637 3.61 
Idaho Black or African American 6 140 2.64 
Virginia Black or African American 660 214 6.45 
Wisconsin Black or African American 317 191 8.69 
Kansas Black or African American 96 196 3.68 
California Black or African American 798 1752 3.50 
Arizona Black or African American 89 413 2.88 
Louisianab Black or African American 248 0 -- 
Note. RR = risk ratio. 
--Risk ratio not available. 
 a In Missouri, only students with disabilities identified as White were reported as being in 
correctional facilities. b In Louisiana, only students with disabilities identified as Black or 
African American were reported as being in correction facilities. Order of states based on 
percentage rank of students with disabilities in correctional facilities in 2008. 
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During the 2008-2009 school year, students with disabilities were reported in the 
five race/ethnicity categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or 
Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic), or 
the seven race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska 
Native, (c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander, (f) White, and (g) Two or more races. In Florida, Kansas, Missouri, Michigan, 
Virginia, Arizona, Oregon, and Wisconsin, students with disabilities who were identified 
as Black or African American were more likely to be found in correctional facilities than 
all other race/ethnicity categories combined (see Table 52). In Iowa and Idaho, students 
with disabilities ages 6 to 21 identified as American Indian or Alaska Native were more 
likely to be found in correctional facilities than all other students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 identified in all other race/ethnicity categories combined. Wisconsin had the highest 
risk ratio for students with disabilities who were identified as Black or African American 
(RR = 8.93); however, in Missouri, the risk ratio for students with disabilities identified 
as Black or African American was not calculated because no numbers were available for 
any other race/ethnicity category. This suggests students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 
who were identified as Black or African American were the only group within the state’s 
population of students with disabilities in correctional facilities during 2009. The risk 
ratio for students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were identified as American Indian or 
Alaska Native was highest in the state of Iowa (RR = 4.22). This suggests students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 identified as American Indian or Alaska Native were more than 
four times as likely to be found in correctional facilities than any other group of students 
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with disabilities identified in all other race/ethnicity categories in the state of Iowa during 
2009. 
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Table 52 
Race/Ethnicity Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to be in 
Correctional Facilities in the Top Ten States with Highest Rates of Students with Disabilities 
in Correctional Facilities for 2009 
State Race/Ethnicity Category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
Florida Black or African American 3046 1827 4.54 
Iowa American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
13 
 
376 
 
4.22 
Kansas Black or African American 107 251 3.67 
Missouria Black or African American 488 0 -- 
Idaho American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
9 
 
127 
 
2.83 
Michigan Black or African American 673 540 4.24 
Virginia Black or African American 588 220 5.60 
Arizona Black or African American 90 346 3.34 
Oregon Black or African American 37 256 3.04 
Wisconsin Black or African American 282 159 8.93 
Note. RR = risk ratio. 
--Risk ratio not available. 
 a In Missouri, only students with disabilities identified as Black or African American were 
reported as being in correctional facilities. Order of states based on percentage rank of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities in 2009. 
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During the 2010 school year, students with disabilities were reported in the seven 
race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, 
(c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) 
White, and (g) Two or more races. In Florida, Missouri, Iowa, Michigan, Kansas, 
Oregon, Arizona, Colorado, and Maryland, students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who 
were identified as Black or African American were more likely to be found in 
correctional facilities than any other group of students with disabilities identified in all 
other race/ethnicity categories combined (see Table 53). In Wyoming, students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were identified as American Indian ore Alaska Native were 
more like to be found in correctional facilities than any other group of students with 
disabilities identified in all other race/ethnicity categories combined. Maryland had the 
highest risk ratio for students with disabilities identified as Black or African American 
(RR = 8.00) in correctional facilities; however, the risk ratio for students with disabilities 
identified as Black or African American was not calculated for the state of Missouri 
because no numbers were available for all other race/ethnicity categories.  This suggests 
students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were identified as Black or African American 
were the only group within the state’s population of students with disabilities in 
correctional facilities during 2010. In Wyoming, the risk ratio for students with 
disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native for being found in 
correctional facilities was 2.52. This suggests students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who 
were identified as American Indian or Alaska Native were more than twice as likely to be 
found in correctional facilities than all other students with disabilities in all other 
race/ethnicity categories combined in the state of Wyoming during 2010.  
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Table 53 
Race/Ethnicity Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to 
be in Correctional Facilities in the Top Ten States with Highest Rates of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities for 2010 
State Race/Ethnicity Category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
Florida Black or African American 2805 1722 4.66 
Missouria Black or African American 483 0 -- 
Iowa Black or African American 113 278 4.14 
Wyoming American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
8 
 
76 
 
2.52 
Michigan Black or African American 566 536 3.82 
Kansas Black or African American 101 226 3.91 
Oregon Black or African American 50 248 4.96 
Arizona Black or African American 90 365 3.31 
Colorado Black or African American 68 214 4.25 
Maryland Black or African American 290 47 8.00 
Note. CF = correctional facilities; AOCCF = all other categories in correctional facilities; 
RR = risk ratio; B/AA = Black or African American 
--Risk ratio not available. 
 a In Missouri, only students with disabilities identified as Black or African American 
were reported as being in correctional facilities. Order of states based on percentage rank 
of students with disabilities in correctional facilities in 2010. 
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During the 2010 school year, students with disabilities were reported in the seven 
race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, 
(c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) 
White, and (g) Two or more races. In Florida, Michigan, Missouri, Maryland, Arizona, 
The District of Columbia, Georgia, and Wisconsin, students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 
who were identified as Black or African American were more likely to be found in 
correctional facilities than any other group of students with disabilities identified in all 
other race/ethnicity categories combined (see Appendix Q). In Kansas, students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were identified as Two or more races were more like to be 
found in correctional facilities than any other group of students with disabilities identified 
in all other race/ethnicity categories combined. In Idaho, students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 identified as American Indian or Alaska Native were more likely to be found in 
correctional facilities than all other students with disabilities identified in all other 
race/ethnicity categories combined. Wisconsin had the highest risk ratio for students with 
disabilities identified as Black or African American (RR = 13.86) in correctional 
facilities; however, the risk ratio for students with disabilities identified as Black or 
African American was not calculated for the state of Missouri and for Washington, D.C 
because no numbers were available for all other race/ethnicity categories.  This suggests 
students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were identified as Black or African American 
were the only group within Missouri’s and The District of Columbia’s populations of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities during 2011. In Kansas, the risk ratio 
for students with disabilities identified as two or more races for being found in 
correctional facilities was 2.16. This suggests students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who 
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were identified as two or more races were more than twice as likely to be found in 
correctional facilities than all other students with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity 
categories combined in the state of Kansas during 2011. In Idaho, the risk ratio for 
students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native was 2.53. This 
suggests students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were identified as American Indian or 
Alaska Native were more than twice as likely to be found in correctional facilities than all 
other students with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity categories combined in the state 
of Idaho during 2011.   
Comparison of Disability Categories within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities 
One-dimensional Chi-square tests were used to analyze educational environments 
data regarding students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 from all 50 states and Washington, 
D.C for the schools years of 2006-2007 to 2011. The numbers of students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities in each disability category were compared to the 
numbers in correctional facilities in all other disability categories combined. During the 
2007 school year, the total number of students with disabilities by disability category in 
correctional facilities was 16,962. Students with ED were the largest proportion of the 
population (n = 7573). The differences between observed and expected values within the 
population of students with disabilities in correctional facilities were significant for every 
disability category (see Table 55). The disability categories of autism, deaf-blindness, 
developmental delay, hearing impairments, and visual impairments were omitted from 
Table 55 because the observed value in each category was 0, and the expected value was 
1304.77. The difference between these two values was the same for each category, and 
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the difference was also significant, X2 (1, N = 16,962) = 1413.50, p < .001. A significant 
difference between observed and expected values within the population of students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities indicates these groups were disproportionately 
represented during the school year of 2007.  
 
Table 55 
Comparison Between Disability Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were in Correctional Facilities in 2007 
Disability Category df In Correctional 
Facilities 
X2 p 
ED               1 7573 32622.58 < .001* 
ID 1 750 255.54 < .001* 
MD               1 244 934.27 < .001* 
OI           1 19 1372.63 < .001* 
OHI            1 973 91.39 < .001* 
SLD      1 7215 29002.62 < .001* 
S/LI      1 182 1046.67 < .001* 
TBI              1 6 1400.53 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; ED = emotional disturbance; ID = intellectual disabilities; 
MD = multiple disabilities; OI = orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health 
impairments; SLD = specific learning disabilities; S/LI = speech or language 
impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury. 
*p < .05. 
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During the 2008 school year, the total number of students with disabilities by 
disability category in correctional facilities was 16,280. Students with SLD were the 
largest proportion of the population (n = 7,261). The differences between observed and 
expected values within the population of students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities were significant for every disability category (see Table 56). The disability 
categories of autism, deaf-blindness, developmental delay, hearing impairments, and 
visual impairments were omitted from Table 56 because the observed value in each 
category was 0, and the expected value was 1252.31. The difference between these two 
values was the same for each category, and the difference was also significant, X2 (1, N = 
16,280) = 1356.67, p < .001. A significant difference between observed and expected 
values within the population of students with disabilities in correctional facilities 
indicates these groups were disproportionately represented during the school year of 
2008. 
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Table 56 
Comparison Between Disability Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were in Correctional Facilities in 2008 
Disability Category df In Correctional 
Facilities 
X2 p 
ED               1 6663 25325.42 < .001* 
ID 1 835 150.65 < .001* 
MD               1 130 1089.62 < .001* 
OI           1 9 1337.24 < .001* 
OHI            1 1177 4.91 .027* 
SLD      1 7261 31232.80 < .001* 
S/LI      1 199 959.76 < .001* 
TBI              1 6 1343.70 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; ED = emotional disturbance; ID = intellectual disabilities; 
MD = multiple disabilities; OI = orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health 
impairments; SLD = specific learning disabilities; S/LI = speech or language 
impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury.  
*p <.05 
 
During the 2009 school year, the total number of students with disabilities by 
disability category in correctional facilities was 14,995. Students with SLD were the 
largest proportion of the population (n = 6778). The differences between observed and 
expected values within the population of students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities were significant for every disability category (see Table 57). The disability 
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categories of autism, deaf-blindness, developmental delay, hearing impairments, and 
visual impairments were omitted from Table 57 because the observed value in each 
category was 0, and the expected value was 1153.46. The difference between these two 
values was the same for each category, and the difference was also significant, X2 (1, N = 
14,995) = 1249.58, p < .001. A significant difference between observed and expected 
values within the population of students with disabilities in correctional facilities 
indicates these groups were disproportionately represented during the school year of 
2009. 
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Table 57 
Comparison Between Disability Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were in Correctional Facilities in 2009 
Disability Category df In Correctional 
Facilities 
X2 p 
ED               1 5778 20086.11 < .001* 
ID 1 770 138.10 < .001* 
MD               1 139 966.56 < .001* 
OI           1 18 1210.89 < .001* 
OHI            1 1288 17.00 < .001* 
SLD      1 6778 29712.06 < .001* 
S/LI      1 216 825.40 < .001* 
TBI              1 8 1232.31 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; ED = emotional disturbance; ID = intellectual disabilities; 
MD = multiple disabilities; OI = orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health 
impairments; SLD = specific learning disabilities; S/LI = speech or language 
impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury.  
*p <.05 
 
During the 2010 school year, the total number of students with disabilities by 
disability category in correctional facilities was 14,153.  Students with ED were the 
largest proportion of the population (n = 6350). The differences between observed and 
expected values within the population of students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities were significant for every disability category (see Table 58). The disability 
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categories of autism, deaf-blindness, developmental delay, hearing impairments, 
orthopedic impairments, traumatic brain injury, and visual impairments were omitted 
from Table 58 because the observed value in each category was 0, and the expected value 
was 1088.69.  The difference between these two values was the same for each category, 
and the difference was also significant, X2 (1, N = 14,153) = 1117.42, p < .001.  A 
significant difference between observed and expected values within the population of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities indicates these groups were 
disproportionately represented during the school year of 2010. 
 
Table 58 
Comparison Between Disability Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were in Correctional Facilities in 2010 
Disability Category df In Correctional 
Facilities 
X2 p 
ED               1 6350 27545.10 < .001* 
ID 1 675 170.30 < .001* 
MD               1 155 867.49 < .001* 
OHI            1 1016 5.26 .022* 
SLD      1 5686 21031.20 < .001* 
S/LI      1 271 665.33 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; ED = emotional disturbance; ID = intellectual disabilities; 
MD = multiple disabilities; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments. 
*p <.05 
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During the 2011 school year, the total number of students with disabilities by 
disability category in correctional facilities was 12,953. Students with ED were the 
largest proportion of the population (n = 5582). The differences between observed and 
expected values within the population of students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities were significant for every disability category (see Table 59). The disability 
categories of deaf-blindness, developmental delay, hearing impairments, orthopedic 
impairments, traumatic brain injury, and visual impairments were omitted from Table 59 
because the observed value in each category was 0, and the expected value was 966.38.  
The difference between these two values was the same for each category, and the 
difference was also significant, X2 (1, N = 12,953) = 1079.42, p < .001. A significant 
difference between observed and expected values within the population of students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities indicates these groups were disproportionately 
represented during the school year of 2011. 
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Table 59 
Comparison Between Disability Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were in Correctional Facilities in 2011 
Disability Category df In Correctional 
Facilities 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 6 1066.46 < .001* 
ED               1 5582 22862.85 < .001* 
ID 1 489 279.90 < .001* 
MD               1 36 1002.83 < .001* 
OHI            1 1249 69.38 < .001* 
SLD      1 5462 21681.92 < .001* 
S/LI      1 129 818.01 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; ED = emotional disturbance; = intellectual disabilities; 
MD = multiple disabilities; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments.  
*p < .05 
 
Comparison of Race/Ethnicity Categories within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities 
One-dimensional chi square tests were used to analyze educational environment 
data regarding race/ethnicity categories of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 from all 
50 states and Washington, D.C for the schools years of 2007 to 2011. The numbers of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities in each race/ethnicity category were 
compared to the numbers of students with disabilities in correctional facilities in all other 
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race/ethnicity categories combined. In 2007, students with disabilities were reported in 
the five race/ethnicity categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or 
Pacific Islander, (c) Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic). 
During the 2007 school year, the total number of students with disabilities by 
race/ethnicity category in correctional facilities was 22,267.  Students with disabilities 
identified as Black or African American were the largest proportion of the population (n 
= 11,768). The differences between observed and expected values within the population 
of students with disabilities in correctional facilities were significant for every 
race/ethnicity category (see Table 60). A significant difference between observed and 
expected values within the population of students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities by race/ethnicity indicates these groups were disproportionately represented 
during the school year of 2007.  
Table 60 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were in Correctional Facilities in 2007 
Race/Ethnicity Category df In Correctional 
Facilities 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan Native                 1 102 5314.67 < .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander                                         1 121 5268.36 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 11768 15017.56 < .001* 
Hispanic 1 3544 232.13 < .001* 
White  1 6732 1457.32 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom.  
*p <.05 
 178"
In 2008, students with disabilities were reported in the five race/ethnicity 
categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific Islander, (c) 
Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic) or the seven 
race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, 
(c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) 
White, and (g) Two or more races. The numbers from both sets of categories were 
combined and reported as (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific 
Islander or Native Hawaiian, (c) Black or African American, (d) Latino or Hispanic, (e) 
Two or more races, and (f) White. During the 2008 school year, the total number of 
students with disabilities by race/ethnicity category in correctional facilities was 20,096.  
Students with disabilities identified as Black or African American were the largest 
proportion of the population (n = 10,351). The differences between observed and 
expected values within the population of students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 61). A significant 
difference between observed and expected values within the population of students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities by race/ethnicity indicates these groups were 
disproportionately represented during the school year of 2008.  
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Table 61 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were in Correctional Facilities in 2008 
Race/Ethnicity Category df In Correctional 
Facilities 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan Native                 1 61 3874.13 < .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander/Native 
Hawaiian                                      
1 93 
 
3799.10 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 10351 17564.09 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic 1 3054 31.25 < .001* 
Two or more races 1 0 4019.20 < .001* 
White 1 6537 3640.56 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom.  
*p <.05 
 
In 2009, students with disabilities were reported in the five race/ethnicity 
categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific Islander, (c) 
Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic) or the seven 
race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, 
(c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) 
White, and (g) Two or more races. The numbers from both sets of categories were 
combined and reported as (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific 
Islander or Native Hawaiian, (c) Black or African American, (d) Latino or Hispanic, (e) 
Two or more races, and (f) White. During the 2009 school year, the total number of 
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students with disabilities by race/ethnicity category in correctional facilities was 19,564.  
Students with disabilities identified as Black or African American were the largest 
proportion of students in the population (n =10,909). The differences between observed 
and expected values within the population of students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 62). A significant 
difference between observed and expected values within the population of students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities by race/ethnicity indicates these groups were 
disproportionately represented during the school year of 2009.  
 
Table 62 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were in Correctional Facilities in 2009 
Race/Ethnicity Category df In Correctional 
Facilities 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan Native                 1 120 3630.10 < .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander/Native 
Hawaiian                                      
1 88 
 
3704.45 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 10909 21528.24 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic 1 3045 17.12 < .001* 
Two or more races 1 34 3831.63 < .001* 
White 1 5368 1634.34 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom.  
*p <.05 
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In 2010, students with disabilities were reported in the seven race/ethnicity 
categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) 
Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) 
Two or more races. During the 2010 school year, the total number of students with 
disabilities by race/ethnicity category in correctional facilities was 17,901. Students with 
disabilities identified as Black or African American were the largest proportion of the 
population (n = 9759). The differences between observed and expected values within the 
population of students with disabilities in correctional facilities were significant for every 
race/ethnicity category except students with disabilities identified as Latino or Hispanic, 
X2 (1, N = 17,901) = 2.97, p = .085 (see Table 63). A significant difference between 
observed and expected values within the population of students with disabilities in 
correctional facilities by race/ethnicity indicates these groups were disproportionately 
represented during the school year of 2010.  
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Table 63 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were in Correctional Facilities in 2010 
Race/Ethnicity Category df In Correctional 
Facilities 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan Native                 1 163 2615.29 < .001* 
Asian  1 45 2879.42 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 9759 23661.34 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic                                     1 2638 2.97  .085 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander     1 34 2904.69 < .001* 
Two or more races                             1 209 2515.76 < .001* 
White 1 5053 2841.56 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom  
*p <. 05. 
 
In 2011, students with disabilities were reported in the seven race/ethnicity 
categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) 
Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) 
Two or more races. During the 2011 school year, the total number of students with 
disabilities by race/ethnicity category in correctional facilities was 16,248.  Students with 
disabilities identified as Black or African American were the largest proportion of the 
population (n = 8903). The differences between observed and expected values within the 
population of students with disabilities in correctional facilities were significant for every 
race/ethnicity category (see Table 64). A significant difference between observed and 
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expected values within the population of students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities by race/ethnicity indicates these groups were disproportionately represented 
during the school year of 2011.  
 
Table 64 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were in Correctional Facilities in 2011 
Race/Ethnicity Category df In Correctional 
Facilities 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan Native                 1 139 2393.38 < .001* 
Asian  1 32 2633.85 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 8903 21774.18 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic                                     1 2524 20.68 < .001* 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander     1 35 2626.95 < .001* 
Two or more races                             1 322 2008.78 < .001* 
White 1 4293 1954.32 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom. 
*p <.05 
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Comparison of Students with Disabilities Who Were and Were Not in Correctional 
Facilities 
Two-dimensional chi square tests were conducted to determine whether there was 
a significant difference between each disability category and all other disability 
categories regarding the numbers of students with disabilities who were and were not in 
correctional facilities the school years of 2007 to 2011. During the 2007 school year, the 
total number of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in correctional facilities was 
16,962. The total number of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all other educational 
environments was 5,826,311. The differences between observed and expected values 
were significant for every disability category (see Appendix R) except deaf-blindness, X2 
(1, N = 5,843,273) = 1.43, p = .23. A significant difference between observed and 
expected values of students in each disability category and the observed and expected 
values of students in all other disability categories who were and were not in correctional 
facilities suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with 
disabilities who were in correctional facilities during 2007. A significant difference 
between observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each disability 
category and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities all other 
disability categories who were and were not in correctional facilities also suggests a 
relationship between disability category and being in correctional facilities. 
During the 2008 school year, the total number of students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 in correctional facilities as reported by disability category was 16,280. The total 
number of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all other educational environments 
was 5,715,657. The differences between observed and expected values were significant 
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for every disability category (see Appendix S) except deaf-blindness, X2 (1, N = 
5,731,937) = 1.90, p = .17. A significant difference between observed and expected 
values of students in each disability category and the observed and expected values of 
students in all other disability categories who were and were not in correctional facilities 
suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with disabilities who 
were in correctional facilities during 2008. A significant difference between observed and 
expected values of students with disabilities in each disability category and the observed 
and expected values of students with disabilities all other disability categories who were 
and were not in correctional facilities also suggests a relationship between disability 
category and being in correctional facilities. 
During the 2009 school year, the total number of students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 in correctional facilities as reported by disability category was 14,995. The total 
number of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all other educational environments 
was 5,694,900. The differences between observed and expected values were significant 
for every disability category (see Appendix T) except deaf-blindness, X2 (1, N = 
5,709,895) =0.96, p = .33). A significant difference between observed and expected 
values of students in each disability category and the observed and expected values of 
students in all other disability categories who were and were not in correctional facilities 
suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with disabilities who 
were in correctional facilities during 2009. A significant difference between observed and 
expected values of students with disabilities in each disability category and the observed 
and expected values of students with disabilities all other disability categories who were 
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and were not in correctional facilities also suggests a relationship between disability 
category and being in correctional facilities. 
During the 2010 school year, the total number of students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 in correctional facilities as reported by disability category was 14,153. The total 
number of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all other educational environments 
was 5,646,655. The differences between observed and expected values were significant 
for every disability category (see Appendix U) except deaf-blindness, X2 (1, N = 
5,660,808) = 1.17, p = .28. A significant difference between observed and expected 
values of students in each disability category and the observed and expected values of 
students in all other disability categories who were and were not in correctional facilities 
suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with disabilities who 
were in correctional facilities during 2010. A significant difference between observed and 
expected values of students with disabilities in each disability category and the observed 
and expected values of students with disabilities all other disability categories who were 
and were not in correctional facilities also suggests a relationship between disability 
category and being in correctional facilities. 
During the 2011 school year, the total number of students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 in correctional facilities as reported by disability category was 12,953. The total 
number of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all other educational environments 
was 5,605,580. The differences between observed and expected values were significant 
for every disability category (see Appendix V) except deaf-blindness, X2 (1, N = 
5,618,533) = 1.05, p = .31. A significant difference between observed and expected 
values of students in each disability category and the observed and expected values of 
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students in all other disability categories who were and were not in correctional facilities 
suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with disabilities who 
were in correctional facilities during 2011. A significant difference between observed and 
expected values of students with disabilities in each disability category and the observed 
and expected values of students with disabilities all other disability categories who were 
and were not in correctional facilities also suggests a relationship between disability 
category and being in correctional facilities. 
Comparison of Race/Ethnicity Categories of Students with Disabilities Who Were 
and Were Not in Correctional Facilities 
Two-dimensional chi square tests were conducted to determine whether there was 
a significant difference between each race/ethnicity category and all other race/ethnicity 
categories regarding the numbers of students with disabilities who were and were not in 
correctional facilities during the school years of 2007 to 2011. In the 2007 school year, 
the race/ethnicity of students with disabilities was reported in the race/ethnicity 
categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific Islander, (c) 
Black (not Hispanic), Hispanic, and White (not Hispanic). During 2007, the total number 
of students with disabilities in correctional facilities as reported by race/ethnicity 
categories was 22,267. The total number of students with disabilities in all other 
educational environments as reported by race/ethnicity categories was 5,851,741. The 
differences between observed and expected values were significant for every 
race/ethnicity category (see Table 70). A significant difference between observed and 
expected values of students with disabilities in each race/ethnicity category and the 
observed and expected values of students with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity 
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categories who were and were not in correctional facilities suggests disproportionate 
representation in the numbers of students with disabilities in each race/ethnicity category 
who were in correctional facilities during 2007. A significant difference between 
observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each race/ethnicity category 
and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities all other race/ethnicity 
categories who were and were in correctional facilities also suggests a relationship 
between race/ethnicity category and being in correctional facilities. 
 
Table 70 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups in the Population of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities and Race/Ethnicity Groups in All Other 
Educational Environments in 2007 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Educational 
Environments 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native                 
1 102 
 
83922 
 
149.88 < .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander                                         1 121 133279 300.58 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 11768 1195755 14272.40 < .001* 
Hispanic 1 3544 1053853 65.85 < .001* 
White  1 6732 3384932 6931.00 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom.  
*p <.05 
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In 2008, students with disabilities were reported in the five race/ethnicity 
categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific Islander, (c) 
Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic) or the seven 
race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, 
(c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) 
White, and (g) Two or more races. The numbers from both sets of categories were 
combined and reported as (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific 
Islander or Native Hawaiian, (c) Black or African American, (d) Latino or Hispanic, (e) 
Two or more races, and (f) White. During 2007, the total number of students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities as reported by race/ethnicity categories was 20,096. 
The total number of students with disabilities in all other educational environments as 
reported by race/ethnicity categories was 5,734,510. The differences between observed 
and expected values were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 71). A 
significant difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
in each race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with 
disabilities in all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not in correctional 
facilities suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with 
disabilities in each race/ethnicity category who were in correctional facilities during 
2008. A significant difference between observed and expected values of students with 
disabilities in each race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of 
students with disabilities all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were in 
correctional facilities also suggests a relationship between race/ethnicity category and 
being in correctional facilities. 
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Table 71 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups in the Population of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities and Race/Ethnicity Groups in All Other 
Educational Environments in in 2008 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Educational 
Environment
s 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native                 
1 61 
 
82989 
 
183.30 < .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander/Native 
Hawaiian                                      
1 93 
 
136081 
 
314.18 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 10351 1161889 37745.64 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic 1 3054 1065465 32.42 < .001* 
Two or more races 1 0 4663 16.35 < .001* 
White 1 6537 3283423 3057.05 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom.  
*p <.05 
 
In 2009, students with disabilities were reported in the five race/ethnicity 
categories of (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific Islander, (c) 
Black (not Hispanic), (d) Hispanic, and (e) White (not Hispanic) or the seven 
race/ethnicity categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, 
(c) Asian, (d) Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) 
White, and (g) Two or more races. The numbers from both sets of categories were 
 191"
combined and reported as (a) American Indian or Alaska Native, (b) Asian or Pacific 
Islander or Native Hawaiian, (c) Black or African American, (d) Latino or Hispanic, (e) 
Two or more races, and (f) White. During 2009, the total number of students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities as reported by race/ethnicity categories was 19,564. 
The total number of students with disabilities in all other educational environments as 
reported by race/ethnicity categories was 5,717,741. The differences between observed 
and expected values were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 72). A 
significant difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
in each race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with 
disabilities in all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not in correctional 
facilities suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with 
disabilities in each race/ethnicity category who were in correctional facilities during 
2009. A significant difference between observed and expected values of students with 
disabilities in each race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of 
students with disabilities all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were in 
correctional facilities also suggests a relationship between race/ethnicity category and 
being in correctional facilities. 
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Table 72 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups in the Population of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities and Race/Ethnicity Groups in All Other 
Educational Environments in in 2009 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Educational 
Environments 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native                 
1 120 
 
82832 
 
94.05 < .001* 
Asian/Pacific Islander/Native 
Hawaiian                                      
1 88 
 
140280 
 
325.86 
 
< .001* 
Black or African American 1 10909 1148284 51137.01 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic 1 3045 1106737 42.32 < .001* 
Two or more races 1 34 22945 25.19 < .001* 
White 1 5368 3216663 4554.37 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom.  
*p <.05 
In 2010, students with disabilities were reported in the seven race/ethnicity 
categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) 
Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) 
Two or more races. During 2010, the total number of students with disabilities in 
correctional facilities as reported by race/ethnicity categories was 17,901. The total 
number of students with disabilities in all other educational environments as reported by 
race/ethnicity categories was 5,687,387. The differences between observed and expected 
values were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 73). A significant 
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difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each 
race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
in all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not in correctional facilities 
suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with disabilities in 
each race/ethnicity category who were in correctional facilities during 2010. A significant 
difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each 
race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were in correctional facilities also 
suggests a relationship between race/ethnicity category and being in correctional 
facilities. 
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Table 73 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups in the Population of Students with Disabilities 
in Correctional Facilities and Race/Ethnicity Groups in All Other Educational 
Environments in 2010 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Educational 
Environments 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native                 
1 163 
 
80637 
 
32.89 < .001* 
Asian  1 45 121727 304.82 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 9759 1102637 14029.95 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic                                     1 2638 1154004 340.56 < .001* 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander     
1 34 
 
17051 
 
7.22 < .001* 
Two or more races                             1 209 115814 67.61 < .001* 
White 1 5053 3095517 4937.16 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom. 
*p<.05 
 
In 2011, students with disabilities were reported in the seven race/ethnicity 
categories of (a) Hispanic/Latino, (b) American Indian or Alaska Native, (c) Asian, (d) 
Black or African American, (e) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, (f) White, and (g) 
Two or more races. During 2011, the total number of students with disabilities in 
correctional facilities as reported by race/ethnicity categories was 16,248. The total 
number of students with disabilities in all other educational environments as reported by 
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race/ethnicity categories was 5,648,254. The differences between observed and expected 
values were significant for every race/ethnicity category (see Table 74) except Native 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, X2 (1, N = 5,648,254) = 3.58, p = .06. A significant 
difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each 
race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
in all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not in correctional facilities 
suggests disproportionate representation in the numbers of students with disabilities in 
each race/ethnicity category who were in correctional facilities during 2011. A significant 
difference between observed and expected values of students with disabilities in each 
race/ethnicity category and the observed and expected values of students with disabilities 
all other race/ethnicity categories who were and were in correctional facilities also 
suggests a relationship between race/ethnicity category and being in correctional 
facilities. 
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Table 74 
Comparison Between Race/Ethnicity Groups in the Population of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities and Race/Ethnicity Groups in All Other 
Educational Environments in 2011 
Race/Ethnicity Category df Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Educational 
Environments 
X2 p 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native                 
1 139 
 
78775 
 
212.36 < .001* 
Asian  1 32 123358 300.21 < .001* 
Black or African American 1 8903 1084031 13187.68 < .001* 
Latino or Hispanic                                     1 2524 1191038 300.35 < .001* 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander     
1 35 
 
16726 
 
3.58 .06 
Two or more races                             1 322 133276 10.04 < .001* 
White 1 4293 3021050 4769.17 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom. 
 * p < .05. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
 Disproportionate representation has been an issue in the field of special education 
for over 40 years (Artiles & Bal, 2008; Marks, Lemley, & Wood, 2010; Shealy, 
McHatton, & Wilson, 2012). Dunn (1968) was one of the first researchers to call 
attention to the over-representation of students from ethnically and culturally diverse 
backgrounds in segregated special education programs. Since Dunn’s remarks, concern 
has been raised regarding disproportionate representation in the use of exclusionary 
practices with students with disabilities (Cooley, 1995; Leone, Mayer, Malmgren, & 
Meisel, 2000; Zhang, Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004) as well as disproportionate 
representation of students with disabilities in correctional facilities (Morgan, 1979; 
Rutherfod, Nelson, & Worlford, 1985; Katsiyannis & Murry, 2000; Baltodano, Piatt, 8 
Roberts, 2005; Quinn, Rutherford, Leone, Osher, & Poirer, 2005). 
 Research at state and national levels in exclusionary practices and students with 
disabilities has indicated students with emotional disturbances are suspended or expelled 
more often than other students with disabilities (Cooley, 1995; Krezmien, Leone, & 
Achilles, 2006; Zheng, Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004; Achilles, McLaughlin, & Croninger, 
2007; Duran, Zhou, Frew, Kwok, & Benz, 2011). Research in exclusionary practices and 
race/ethnicity categories of students with disabilities has indicated students with 
disabilities identified as Black or African American are suspended or expelled more often 
than other students with disabilities identified in other race/ethnicity categories 
(Krezmien, Leone, & Achilles, 2006; Zheng, Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004; Achilles, 
McLaughlin, & Croninger, 2007; Duran, Zhou, Frew, Kwok, & Benz, 2011).  However, 
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additional research conducted at the state level has indicated students with disabilities 
identified as Hispanic were over-represented in most exclusionary practices (in-school 
suspension, out-of-school suspension, expulsion, and truancy) (Vincent, Sprague, & 
Tobin, 2012).  
 Research at state, national, and facility levels regarding students with disabilities 
in correctional facilities has indicated students with emotional disturbances are more 
likely to be in correctional facilities than students with other disabilities (Morgan, 1979; 
Quinn, Rutherford, Leone, Osher, & Poirier, 2005; Bullis & Yovanoff, 2005; Zabel & 
Nigro, 1999). Research regarding race/ethnicity categories of students with disabilities in 
correctional facilities at the national level is limited.  At the state level, Zabel and Nigro 
(1999) found no difference in the numbers of race/ethnicity categories in the population 
of students with disabilities who were incarcerated in a correctional facility in state of 
Kansas. Bullis and Yovanoff (2005) found no difference in proportions of race/ethnicity 
groups of students with and without disabilities who were in correctional facilities in the 
state of Oregon.  
 The purpose of this study was to analyze state level data from all 50 states and 
The District of Columbia to investigate disproportionate representation of students with 
disabilities in data sets involving exclusionary practices and placement in correctional 
facilities during the school years 2006-2007 to 2011. The variables investigated were 
disability category and race/ethnicity category.  
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Exclusionary Practices and Students with Disabilities 
 State level child count and disciplinary data sets of students with disabilities ages 
6 to 21 in all 50 states and The District of Columbia from the school years of 2006-2007 
to 2011 were analyzed using descriptive statistical methods, risk ratios, and Chi-square 
tests.  States were ranked based on percentages of students with disabilities who were 
suspended or expelled. Groups with in the population of students with disabilities were 
compared to determine which groups were suspended or expelled most often as well as 
which groups were disproportionately represented within suspension/expulsion data. 
States with the Highest Percentage of Students with Disabilities Suspended or 
Expelled 
 Question One explored the rank of all 50 states and The District of Columbia 
based on the percentages of suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities ages 6 to 
21 during the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. In each year from 2006-2007 to 2011, 
Delaware remained as the top ranking state when it came to suspension/expulsion of 
students with disabilities. Though Zheng, Katsiyannis, and Herbst (2004) reported 
Delaware was one of five states in which students with disabilities were 
suspended/expelled more often than other states during the reporting years of 1999 to 
2002, Delaware was not reported as the number one state within the group of five states. 
The question as to why Delaware ranked number one in suspension/expulsion of students 
with disabilities for each year from 2006-2007 to 2011 is a difficult one to answer. 
Since the variables in this analysis were students ages 6 to 21 who were 
suspended or expelled for more or less than 10 days during the year, such a narrow view 
may have contributed to Delaware’s consistent rank. However, a brief search regarding 
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Delaware and zero-tolerance disciplinary procedures revealed some interesting results. 
During the 2009-2010 school year, Delaware was reported as having the highest 
discipline rates in the country (Dobo, 2010). News articles regarding zero-tolerance 
policies in the state centered on the Christina School District in Wilmington when a 6 
year old boy was removed by school officials to an alternative school program for 45 
days because he brought a camping utensil containing a spoon, fork, and knife to school 
(Price & Kenney, 2009; Dobo, 2010; St. George, 2011), and where students identified as 
Black or African American received harsher penalties than other students identified in 
other race/ethnicity categories (Dobo, 2010; Griffin, 2014). The Delaware Department of 
Education, prompted by such attention, made adjustments to statewide disciplinary 
policies in 2009-2010 to decrease the hardline approach to doling out school discipline 
(Price & Kenney, 2009; St. George, 2011); however, it is not clear why Delaware 
remained as the top ranking state for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities 
after such adjustments were made, and it is equally unclear as to what effect such 
adjustments to policies have had on the disciplinary climate of the state. 
Though this study did not explore suspension/expulsion rates of students with 
disabilities among the states in a regional context, it is interesting to note among the 
states with the highest percentages of suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities, 
more states in the southern region (i.e. North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Virginia, 
Florida, Louisiana) were consistently ranked above the national average for each year 
from 2006-2007 to 2011. This may suggest states in the southern region in the United 
States continually enforce zero-tolerance disciplinary policies more often and more 
consistently; however, since state regulations regarding educational policies and 
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definitions of disability categories differ, it is difficult to pin point exactly why such 
patterns emerge simply based on the ranking of states regarding suspension/expulsion of 
students with disabilities. 
Risk Ratios and Disability Categories Suspended/Expelled 
 Question Two investigated rates of suspension/expulsion of students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all disability categories for all 50 states and The District of 
Columbia using risk ratios. Risk ratios were consistently highest regarding 
suspension/expulsion of students with ED when compared to all other students in all 
other disability categories combined.  Students with ED ages 6 to 21 were found to be 
three times more likely to be suspended or expelled during the school years of 2006-2007 
to 2011. Overall, the findings were consistent with previous studies indicating students 
with ED were suspended or expelled more often than other students identified in other 
disability categories (Duran, Zhou, Frew, Kwok, & Benz, 2011; Achilles, McLaughlin, & 
Croninger, 2007; Cooley, 1995; Krezmien, Leone, & Achilles, 2006; Zhang, Katsiyannis, 
& Herbst, 2004).  However, Zhang, Katisyannis, and Herbst (2004) reported students 
with ED were two times more likely to be suspended/expelled than students with ID or 
LD during the years 1998-1999 to 2002. Since students with ED often exhibit 
problematic behavior (Ruhl & Berlinghoff, 1992; Cullinan & Sabornie, 2004; Maag, 
2005), it seems clear as to why more students with ED are suspended or expelled than 
students in any other disability group. However, given the due process procedural rights 
in IDEA 2004 concerning discipline, and considering most problematic behavior 
exhibited by students with ED can be directly linked to the disability itself (Skiba 2002; 
Yell, Katsiyannis, Bradley, & Rosalski, 2000), it would seem as though students with ED 
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would not be more likely to be suspended or expelled than students in all other disability 
categories. Osher, Bear, Sprague, and Doyle (2010) stated for the past ten years, schools 
have used two approaches to discipline (a) school wide positive behavior supports 
(SWPBS) and (b) social emotional learning (SEL). A SWPBS is described as a system 
used school-wide to effectively use system-wide and individualized behavior 
interventions in order to increase positive social and learning outcomes while decreasing 
problematic behavior (Sugai & Horner, 2008). The SWPBS incorporate the use of 
systems change processes, value-based outcomes, data-driven decision making, practices 
that have been validated, and the science of human behavior (Anderson & Kincaid, 
2005). SEL uses approaches focusing on social and self-awareness, self-management 
skills, relationship skills, and decision-making skills (Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, 
Taylor, & Schellinger, 2011). The two approaches differ in that SWPBS is focused on 
developing systems to support student behavior; whereas SEL is focused on developing 
student skill sets to improve self-discipline. Based on the results of this study, it is 
unclear if either one of these systems has proven to be effective in decreasing the amount 
of risk for suspension/expulsion of students with ED. This creates some interesting issues 
regarding how schools conduct manifestation determination hearings when exclusionary 
practices are considered for students with ED.  
Risk Ratios and Race/Ethnicity Categories of Students with Disabilities 
Suspended/Expelled 
 Question Three investigated rates of suspension/expulsion of students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all race/ethnicity categories for all 50 states and the District of 
Columbia using risk ratios. Risk ratios were consistently highest regarding 
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suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities identified as Black or African 
American. Students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were identified as Black or African 
American were more than two times as likely to be suspended or expelled during the 
school years of 2006-2007 to 2011 than all other race/ethnicity groups combined. 
Overall, the findings were consistent with previous studies indicating students with 
disabilities identified as Black or African American were suspended or expelled more 
often than other students with disabilities from other race/ethnicity groups (Krezmien, 
Leone, & Achilles, 2006; Zheng, Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004; Achilles, McLaughlin, & 
Croninger, 2007; Duran, Zhou, Frew, Kwok, & Benz, 2011) with the exception of a study 
conducted by Vincent, Sprague, and Tobin (2012) in which students with disabilities 
identified as Hispanic were over-represented in more areas of exclusionary practices (in-
school suspension, out-of-school suspension, expulsion, and truancy) than other 
race/ethnicity groups in a state in the Pacific Northwest.  This suggests certain states do 
not follow the national trend when it comes to disproportionate representation, and this 
may impact how states view federal mandates. 
 Since 1981, one of the main requirements for institutions for accreditation by The 
National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) has been 
multicultural educational programming (Gollnick, 1992). Though such coursework 
remains a requirement in teacher preparation programs, students continue to graduate and 
receive teaching credentials while having no competence in how to engage with students 
from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds (Blanchett, 2006). Does this indicate 
multicultural coursework is ineffective in alleviating the disproportionate representation 
of students identified in racially and ethnically diverse groups in suspension/expulsion 
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data? Kelly (2010) found high rates of misbehavior are not often linked to the 
suspension/expulsion rates of students identified as Black or African American. 
Considering the disturbing and disheartening trend regarding the high rates of 
suspension/expulsion of students identified as Black or African American, it would 
appear that such programming may not be as effective or supportive as it may claim to 
be. 
In Brown v. Board of Education (1954), The United States Supreme Court ruled 
segregated schools were unconstitutional. The ruling paved the way for integrated 
schools. However, the fact that more students who are identified as Black or African 
American are excluded from schools by way of suspension or expulsion, it would appear 
such practices undermine the intent of integration. After all, the message underlying 
suspension or expulsion to the student experiencing either one, or both, is the student is 
not wanted (Meier, Stewart, & England, 1989; Talyor & Fairgray, 2005).  
Top Ten States and Risk Ratios of Disability Categories Suspended/Expelled 
 Question Four investigated rates of suspension/expulsion of students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all disability categories in the top ten states with the highest 
percentages of students with disabilities suspended or expelled during the school years 
2006-2007 to 2011. Risk ratios were used to analyze the data. Among the top ten states 
with the highest suspension/expulsion rates of students with disabilities, and for all years 
between 2006-2007 and 2011, students with ED were more likely to be suspended or 
expelled than all other students with disabilities in all other disability categories 
combined. The results were consistent with state-level studies conducted by Cooley 
(1995) and Krezmien, Leone, and Achilles (2006), and Vincent, Sprague, and Tobin 
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(2012). In Cooley’s study, students with ED were found to be suspended/expelled at 
greater rates in the state of Kansas, and in Krezmien, Leone, and Achilles’ study, students 
with ED were also found to be suspended/expelled at greater rates when compared to 
students in other disability categories in the state of Maryland.  Likewise, in one state in 
the Pacific Northwest, Vincent, Sprague, and Tobin also found students with ED were 
more likely to be suspended or expelled. 
 Between the years of 2006-2007 and 2011, the top states varied little.  Delaware, 
Nevada, Louisiana, South Carolina, Rhode Island, and Florida remained in the top ten 
states for all years from 2006-2007 to 2011. Delaware remained at the top for each year, 
yet the risk ratio for students with ED regarding suspension and expulsion was 
consistently lower for each year than Louisiana or Florida, which are two states that 
ranked much lower in suspension/expulsion rates of students with disabilities. 
 The top ten states with the highest rates of suspension/expulsion followed the 
national trend regarding the likelihood of students with ED to be suspended or expelled. 
But why is this a national trend? Why are students with ED suspended or expelled more 
often than all other students with disabilities combined when the behavior they exhibit 
would most likely and most easily be connected to the disability during a manifestation 
determination hearing? For close to 20 years, students with ED have reported as the 
group most likely to be suspended or expelled than any other group of students in any 
other disability category. Such a consistent pattern suggests the practices and policies in 
place may be discriminatory toward this particular of group of students, even when 
considering the use of SWPBS and SEL. Perhaps investigating how manifestation 
determinations are conducted with regard to students with ED would provide some 
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understanding as to why this group of students has been consistently suspended or 
expelled more often than other students in other disability categories for the past 20 
years.  
Top Ten States and Risk Ratios of Race/Ethnicity Categories of Students with 
Disabilities Suspended/Expelled 
 Question Five investigated rates of suspension/expulsion of students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all race/ethnicity categories in the top ten states with the 
highest percentages of students with disabilities suspended or expelled during the school 
years 2006-2007 to 2011. Risk ratios were used to analyze the data. Within the top ten 
states with the highest suspension/expulsion rates of students with disabilities, students 
with disabilities identified as Black or African American were more likely to be 
suspended or expelled than students with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity categories 
combined during the years 2006-2007 to 2011. The top ten states followed the national 
trend of suspension/expulsion rates of students with disabilities identified as Black or 
African American with the exception of Hawaii in 2006-2007. In Hawaii during that 
year, students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native were more 
likely to be suspended or expelled than students with disabilities in all other 
race/ethnicity categories. This suggests that students with disabilities identified as Black 
or African American were not always the group with the highest risk for 
suspension/expulsion as the national trend indicated. Perhaps an investigation of state 
level data for each state would uncover which states added most to the national trend, and 
which states did not. Much like students with ED, students with disabilities who were 
identified as Black or African American also follow a disturbing trend.  Since the data 
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reported by the states did not allow for analyses of combinations of race/ethnicity 
categories and disability categories, it remains uncertain as to whether or not students 
with ED were also mostly students identified as Black or African American. Perhaps an 
investigation of state level manifestation determination hearings would provide some 
indications as to how race/ethnicity impacts the outcome of such hearings, and as to why 
students with disabilities identified as Black or African American were more likely to be 
suspended or expelled than all other students in all other disability categories in most of 
the top ten states during the reporting years of 2006 to 2011. 
Comparison of Disability Categories within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Suspended/Expelled. 
 Question Six investigated proportions of students with disabilities in all disability 
categories suspended or expelled in all 50 states and The District of Columbia during the 
school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. All data were analyzed using one-dimensional Chi-
square tests (Gay & Arisasian, 2003). Since students with ED presented the highest risk 
ratio for suspension/expulsion, it was no surprise the observed and expected numbers of 
students with ED who were suspended or expelled when compared to all other students 
with disabilities in all other disability categories were significantly different for every 
year from 2006-2007 to 2011. However, the differences between observed and expected 
numbers were significant for almost all disability categories except for students with ID 
during the years of 2006-2007 and 2007-2008. Such differences between these groups 
open a number of investigational pathways. For instance, what happened during 2006-
2007 and 2007-2008 in the discipline of students with ID that led to no significant 
difference between expected and observed values in the number of 
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suspensions/expulsions? What effect do definitions of disability categories have on 
disciplinary outcomes? Is disproportionate representation in disciplinary data simply a 
reflection of disproportion within the population of students with disabilities?  
Comparison of Race/Ethnicity Categories within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Suspended/Expelled. 
 Question Seven investigated proportions of students with disabilities in all 
race/ethnicity categories suspended or expelled in all 50 states and The District of 
Columbia during the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. Given the risk ratios for 
students with disabilities identified as Black or African American, it was no surprise the 
observed and expected numbers regarding suspension or expulsion of this particular 
group were significantly different. Students with disabilities identified as Black or 
African American made up the bulk of students with disabilities suspended or expelled, 
which suggests students with disabilities identified as Black or African American were 
over-represented in suspension/expulsion data during the years of 2006-2007 to 2011. 
These findings were consistent with national studies conducted by Zhang, Katsiyannis, 
and Herbst (2004), Achilles, McLaughlin, and Croninger (2007), and Duran, et al. 
(2011). The disturbing trend of high rates of suspension and expulsion of students 
identified in culturally and ethnically diverse populations has existed for so long it has 
taken on the mantle of normalcy. Some researchers have considered such 
disproportionate representation of students in culturally and ethnically diverse groups as 
signs and symptoms of institutional racism (Blanchett, 2006). Such trends suggest the 
policies and practices regarding the use of exclusionary practices by public schools 
 209"
continue to discriminate against and marginalize culturally and ethnically diverse groups 
of students. 
Comparison of Disability Categories of Students with Disabilities Who Were and 
Were Not Suspended/Expelled 
 Question Eight compared proportions of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in 
all disability categories who were suspended or expelled and who were not suspended or 
expelled in all 50 states and The District of Columbia during the school years 2006-2007 
to 2011. Data were analyzed with two-dimensional Chi-square tests (Gay & Ariasian, 
2003). Chi-square tests themselves do not indicate disproportionate representation; 
however, the results of Chi-square analyses do suggest when differences between 
observed and expected values are significant, a relationship among variables of interest 
exists (Gay & Ariasian, 2003).  During 2006-2007, observed and expected values were 
significantly different for all disability categories except for students with deaf-blindness.  
The greatest disparity between groups suspended and not-suspended was for students 
identified as ED, where approximately one-third of students identified with ED were 
suspended or expelled during that year. In 2007-2008, close to one-half of students 
identified with ED were suspended or expelled, and this trend of greater 
suspension/expulsion rates continued through 2011. The findings support studies in 
which students with ED were suspended or expelled more often than other students in 
other disability categories at state and national levels (Cooley, 1995; Krezmien, Leone, & 
Achilles, 2006; Zheng, Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004; Achilles, McLaughlin, & Croninger, 
2007; Duran, Zhou, Frew, Kwok, & Benz, 2011).    
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Comparison of Race/Ethnicity Categories Students with Disabilities Who Were and 
Were Not Suspended/Expelled 
Question Nine compared proportions of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in 
all race/ethnicity categories who were suspended or expelled and who were not 
suspended or expelled in all 50 states and The District of Columbia during the school 
years 2006-2007 to 2011. Data were analyzed with two-dimensional Chi-square tests 
(Gay & Ariasian, 2003). For each year from 2006-2007 to 2011, the differences between 
observed and expected values for students with disabilities in all race/ethnicity categories 
suspended or expelled, or not suspended or expelled were significant.  Again, the Chi-
square value does not prove disproportionate representation; however, similar to students 
with ED who were suspended or expelled, more students with disabilities identified as 
Black or African American were suspended or expelled than other students with 
disabilities identified in other race/ethnicity categories. These findings support state and 
national studies regarding the high numbers of students with disabilities identified as 
Black or African American who experienced exclusionary practices (Krezmien, Leone, & 
Achilles, 2006; Zheng, Katsiyannis, & Herbst, 2004; Achilles, McLaughlin, & Croninger, 
2007; Duran, Zhou, Frew, Kwok, & Benz, 2011). Such trends continue to bring up 
questions regarding civil rights, equity, and discrimination when it comes to the use of 
exclusionary practices and policies used by public schools in this country. Why is it, after 
so many investigations into data sets regarding exclusionary practices over the course of 
more than 20 years, the same groups of students continue to be reported in such high 
numbers?  
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Students with Disabilities and Correctional Facilities 
 State level educational environment data sets of students with disabilities ages 6 
to 21 in all 50 states and The District of Columbia from the school years of 2006-2007 to 
2011 were analyzed using descriptive statistical methods, risk ratios, and Chi-square 
tests.  States were ranked based on percentages of students with disabilities who were in 
correctional facilities during the school years 2006-2007 to 2011. Groups within the 
population of students with disabilities were compared to determine which groups were 
in correction facilities most often as well as which groups were disproportionately 
represented within correctional facility data counts. 
States with the Highest Percentage of Students with Disabilities in Correctional 
Facilities 
 Question 10 explored the rank of all 50 states and The District of Columbia based 
on the percentages of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in correctional facilities 
during the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. Florida ranked number one among the 
states during 2007 and from 2009 to 2011. Missouri ranked number one during 2008. 
Why Florida consistently ranked highest among the states with the highest percentages of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities is a difficult question to answer. A brief 
review of the Florida Department of Corrections (FDC) website revealed during 2007, 
Florida operated 137 correctional facilities (FDC, n.d.).  In 2008, the number of 
correctional facilities in Florida increased to 139 (FDC, n.d.); however, Missouri ranked 
highest for students with disabilities in correctional facilities. A brief review of the 
Missouri Department of Corrections (MDC) website revealed that during 2008, the state 
of Missouri operated only 20 state prisons (MDC, n.d.); however, during the same year, 
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the state reported opening four new supervision centers to ease overcrowding (MDC, 
n.d.). It is not likely that the number of correctional facilities in each state lends to a states 
rank when considering the percentage of students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities.  A number of variables could be explored, such as how states defined crimes 
and punishments and the political and economic climate among states with high 
percentages of students with disabilities in correctional facilities during the reporting 
years of 2007 to 2011.  
Risk Ratios and Disability Categories in Correctional Facilities 
 Question 11 investigated rates of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all 
disability categories in correctional facilities in all 50 states and The District of Columbia 
during the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. Risk ratios were used to analyze 
educational environment data. Students with ED were consistently more likely to be in 
correctional facilities than all other students with disabilities in all other disability 
categories combined for all years 2006-2007 to 2011. The high likelihood students with 
ED were found in correctional facilities is consistent with national level studies 
conducted by Morgan (1979) and Quinn, Rutherford, Leone, Osher, and Poirier (2005). It 
is disheartening and disturbing to consider for over 30 years, students with ED have been 
consistently more likely to make up the bulk of populations of students with disabilities 
in correctional facilities across the nation. Researchers have found students who were 
suspended or expelled often ended up in the criminal justice system (Heitzeg, 2009; 
Skiba, 2003). Since students with ED were indicated as the group most likely to be 
suspended or expelled in this study, perhaps it is not surprising students with ED were 
also most likely to be found in correctional facilities.  
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Risk Ratios and Race/Ethnicity Categories of Students with Disabilities in 
Correctional Facilities 
 Question 12 investigated rates of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all 
race/ethnicity categories in correctional facilities in all 50 states and The District of 
Columbia during the school years of 2006-2007 to 2011. Risk ratios were used to analyze 
educational environment data. Students with disabilities identified as Black or African 
American were more likely to be found in correctional facilities than any other 
race/ethnicity category of students with disabilities. These findings were consistent with 
numerous studies concerning race/ethnic disproportion in American correctional facilities 
(Blumstein, 1982; Caplow & Simon, 1999; Pettit & Western, 2004; Mauer & King, 2007) 
however, this study adds race/ethnicity categories to the studies conducted at the national 
level involving students with disabilities in correctional facilities. 
 Much like students with ED, students with disabilities identified as Black or 
African American continue to face challenges when confronted with the criminal justice 
system. It is a disturbing trend that 50 years after the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, students identified as Black or African American continue to be counted more 
often in criminal justice statistics than any other group. 
Top Ten States and Risk Ratios of Disability Categories in Correctional Facilities 
 Question 13 investigated rates of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all 
disability categories in correctional facilities in the top ten states with the highest 
percentages of students with disabilities in correctional facilities during the school years 
2006-2007 to 2011. Risk ratios were used to analyze educational environment data. The 
results of the risk ratio analyses indicated students with ED were more likely to be in 
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correctional facilities than all other students with disabilities in all other disability 
categories combined in the top ten states for data-reporting years 2007, 2008, 2009, and 
2010, but not in 2011. In 2011, students with SLD were more likely to be in correctional 
facilities in The District of Columbia and Missouri. The findings at the state level for 
students with ED support previous research by Bullis and Yovanoff (2005) where in 
students with ED made up a greater proportion of students with disabilities in 
correctional facilities. However, higher rates of students with SLD found in correctional 
facilities in The District of Columbia and Missouri during 2011 suggest national trends 
are not always reflective of state realities, and that in each year, populations tend to 
change. A further examination of state level data regarding numbers of students with 
disabilities in all educational environments may reveal higher numbers of different 
disability categories within each state’s population of students with disabilities located in 
correctional facilities. 
Top Ten States and Risk Ratios of Race/Ethnicity Categories of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities 
Question 14 investigated rates of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all 
race/ethnicity categories in correctional facilities in the top ten states with the highest 
percentages of students with disabilities in correctional facilities during the school years 
2006-2007 to 2011. Risk ratios were used to analyze educational environment data. The 
results of the risk ratio analyses indicated, overall, students with disabilities identified as 
Black or African American were more likely to be in correctional facilities than all other 
students with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity categories. These findings support 
previous research regarding the greater proportion of individuals identified as Black or 
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African American in correctional facilities when compared to members of other 
race/ethnicity groups (Nicholson-Crotty, Birchmeier, & Valentine, 2009; Chapman, 
Desai, Falzer, & Borum, 2006; Wordes & Jones, 1998). However, this was not true for 
every state in the top ten states, and was not true for each data-reporting year from 2007 
to 2011. During 2007, Idaho had more students with disabilities identified as Hispanic 
located in correctional facilities while the remainder of the top ten states reported having 
more students with disabilities identified as Black or African American in correctional 
facilities. During 2008, Missouri reported more students with disabilities identified as 
White were in correctional facilities. These findings coincided with research by Bullis 
and Yovanoff (2005) who found more students with disabilities identified as White in 
correctional facilities in the state of Oregon. During 2009, Idaho and Iowa reported more 
students with disabilities identified as American Indian or Alaska Native in correctional 
facilities than all other students with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity categories. 
Findings such as these suggest the national trend of more students with disabilities 
identified as Black or African American being housed in correctional facilities is not as 
much a national trend when broken down to the state level. Though it is unsettling the 
national trend consistently indicated more students with disabilities identified as Black or 
African American were in correctional facilities, such focus may deter from other 
race/ethnicity groups in the population of students with disabilities who make up greater 
numbers within a state’s criminal justice system. By investigating state level data, it 
might be possible to identify states that support the national trend of incarcerating more 
youth with disabilities identified as Black or African American, while identifying states 
that incarcerate more youth with disabilities in other race/ethnicity categories. 
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Comparison of Disability Categories within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities 
Question 15 investigated rates of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all 
disability categories in correctional facilities during the school years 2006-2007 to 2011. 
The observed and expected values were significantly different for all disability 
categories.  In 2007, students with ED made up a larger proportion of students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities followed by students with SLD.  In 2008 and 2009, 
students with SLD made up a larger proportion of students with disabilities in 
correctional facilities.  In 2010 and 2011, students with ED once again made up a larger 
proportion of students with disabilities in correctional facilities.  Findings such as these 
support previous studies by Morgan (1979), Zabel and Nigro (1999) and Quinn, et al. 
(2005) in which students with ED were found to be more prevalent in populations of 
students with disabilities in correctional facilities. 
Comparison of Race/Ethnicity Categories within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities 
Question 16 investigated rates of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all 
race/ethnicity categories in correctional facilities during the data-reporting years 2007 to 
2011. In each data-reporting year from 2007 to 2011, students with disabilities identified 
as Black or African American were the largest group within the population of students 
with disabilities in correctional facilities. These findings support research indicating 
young men identified as Black or African American are incarcerated more often than 
other individuals in other race/ethnicity categories (Nicholson-Crotty, Birchmeier, & 
Valentine, 2009; Chapman, Desai, Falzer, & Borum, 2006; Wordes & Jones, 1998). 
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However, the findings in this study also indicated all students with disabilities identified 
in all race/ethnicity categories were disproportionately represented in correctional 
facilities from 2007 to 2011, except during the year 2010, when students with disabilities 
identified as Latino or Hispanic were proportionately represented. This suggests the what 
was true in one year will not necessarily be true in another, which makes pinpointing not 
only the problem of disproportionate representation, but also finding solutions to 
preventing it a cumbersome if not impossible task. Another issue is what is found at the 
national level is not always found at the state level. For instance, Bullis and Yovanoff 
(2005) found students in correctional facilities with and without disabilities in the state of 
Oregon were mostly students identified as White. Zabel and Nigro (1999) found no 
significant difference among the race/ethnicity make-up of a sample of students with and 
without disabilities in a correctional facility in Kansas. When states create policies based 
on their populations, these policies may conflict with what is seen as a national concern. 
Perhaps a further state-by-state investigation of the numbers of students with disabilities 
who are in correctional facilities would yield further deviations from national trends. 
Comparison of Disability Categories of Students with Disabilities Who Were and 
Were Not in Correctional Facilities 
Question 17 investigated rates of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all 
disability categories in correctional facilities and in all other educational environments 
during the school years 2006-2007 to 2011. For each data-reporting year from 2007 to 
2011, more students with ED were correctional facilities than any other disability 
category based on a comparison between students with disabilities who were and were 
not in correctional facilities. One-dimensional Chi-square test results indicated students 
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with SLD made up a greater proportion of students with disabilities in correctional 
facilities during data-reporting years 2008 and 2009. However, when groups in 
correctional facilities and not in correctional facilities were compared, more students with 
ED were in correctional facilities based on the total number of students with ED than all 
other students with disabilities in other disability categories. Once again, these findings 
support previous studies by Morgan (1979), Zabel and Nigro (1999) and Quinn, et al. 
(2005) that indicated students with ED were more prevalent in correctional facilities 
when compared to other students in other disability categories. These findings also may 
add to findings by other scholars who suggested students who experienced exclusionary 
practices were also more likely to enter into the criminal justice system (Heitzeg, 2009; 
Skiba, et al., 2003). 
Comparison of Race/Ethnicity Categories Students with Disabilities Who Were and 
Were Not in Correctional Facilities 
Question 18 investigated rates of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in all 
race/ethnicity categories in correctional facilities and in all other educational 
environments during the school years 2006-2007 to 2011. For each data-reporting year 
from 2007 to 2011, more students with disabilities identified as Black or African 
American were in correction facilities when compared to other students with disabilities 
in other race/ethnicity categories who were and were not in correctional facilities. Yet, all 
groups revealed a significant relationship between race/ethnicity category and 
incarceration. These findings support studies that have indicated individuals identified as 
Black or African American are incarcerated at greater rates than members of other 
race/ethnicity groups (Nicholson-Crotty, Birchmeier, & Valentine, 2009; Chapman, 
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Desai, Falzer, & Borum, 2006; Wordes & Jones, 1998). These findings also contradicted 
those found by Zabel and Nigro (1999), where no differences were found among groups 
of students with disabilities in prisons in the state of Kansas. Such findings suggest 
differences among race/ethnicity groups in correctional facilities do not always reflect the 
national trend, and disproportionate representation may be more related to a specific 
state’s population, and how groups are defined and categorized.  
Limitations 
 Though the results of this study indicated numerous significant results in the areas 
of exclusionary practices and students with disabilities, as well as students with 
disabilities in correctional facilities, there were also a number of limitations. First, this 
study was exploratory in nature; therefore causality cannot be addressed. Second, data 
sets used in this study (child count, discipline, and educational environments) contained 
numerous cells with suppressed data. Since suppressed often reflects a number of less 
than five, the actual numbers analyzed could be larger. Third, this study was also limited 
to the data-reporting years between 2006-2007 and 2011. Though students ages 3 to 5 
years were not included in this study, age ranges of students with disabilities were not 
included in the discipline data sets; therefore, some of the numbers analyzed regarding 
discipline of students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 may contain numbers of students with 
disabilities ages 3 to 5 because of the way data were reported in the discipline data sets. 
Fourth, with regard to numbers of students reported in correctional facilities in the 
educational environment data set, Connecticut does not incarcerate students ages 6 to 11 
years; therefore, statements regarding students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 years who 
are in correctional facilities may only be partially true. Fifth, a separate organization 
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created the data collection tool and recording procedures; therefore, it was not possible 
for this researcher to validate or verify reported numbers. Sixth, part of this study was 
also limited to separate states and did not included analyses of all 50 states and The 
District of Columbia 
 Lastly, this study was limited to analyzing disability categories and race/ethnicity 
categories within the population of students with disabilities in all 50 states and The 
District of Columbia as separate groups. The disability category and race/ethnicity 
category data reported in the discipline and educational environment data sets did not 
cross-reference, which would have allowed a deeper understanding of who is more likely 
to suspended or expelled, or located in correctional facilities based on a combination of 
disability category and race/ethnicity category and not on separate categories of only 
disability or race/ethnicity. 
Conclusions Based on Exclusionary Practices 
 Based on the results of these analyses, the conclusions that can be made regarding 
students with disabilities and exclusionary practices are: 
1. Delaware suspended or expelled more students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 years 
during the years 2006-2007 to 2011. 
2. Students with ED ages 6 to 21 years were more likely to be suspended or expelled in 
all 50 states and The District of Columbia during the years 2006-2007 to 2011. 
3. Students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 years who were identified as Black or African 
American were more likely to be suspended or expelled in all 50 states and The 
District of Columbia during the years 2006-2007 to 2011. 
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Conclusions!Based!on!Correctional!Facilities"
1. Florida had more students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in correctional facilities 
during the data-reporting years of 2007, 2009, 2010, and 2011.  Missouri had more 
students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 in correctional facilities during the data-
reporting years of 2008. 
2. Students with ED ages 6 to 21 years were more likely to be in correctional facilities in 
all 50 states and The District of Columbia during the data-reporting years of 2007 to 
2011. 
3. Students with disabilities ages 6 to 21 who were identified as Black or African 
American were more likely to be in correctional facilities in all 50 states and The 
District of Columbia during the data-reporting years of 2007 to 2011. 
Summary and Implications 
 For over forty years, disproportionate representation has remained an issued with 
in the field of special education. For over 20 years, researchers who have analyzed large 
data sets involving students with disabilities and exclusionary practices have consistently 
found students with ED and students identified as Black or African American are more 
likely to experience disciplinary measures that exclude them from the school setting. 
Research has also indicated the far-reaching negative impact of exclusionary practices on 
the lives of students with and without disabilities. The analyses of the data sets used in 
this study with regard to suspension and expulsion indicated the same groups of students 
with disabilities continue to experience exclusionary practices regardless of the 
disciplinary practices adopted by schools. The use of SWPBS has been reported to have a 
positive effect with students with severe behavior problems (Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, 
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& Lathrop, 2007; March & Horner, 2002) as well as the use of SEL (Frey, Hirschstein, 
Snell, Van Schoiack-Edstrom, MacKenzie, & Broderick, 2005; Battistich, 2003); 
however, students with ED remain the group of students with disabilities most likely to 
be suspended or expelled. Likewise, without regard to the numerous articles published 
concerning disproportionate representation and regardless of the plethora of multicultural 
education courses institutions of higher learning are required to include in teacher 
preparation programming, students with disabilities identified as Black or African 
American continue to be more likely to be suspended or expelled than all other students 
with disabilities in all other race/ethnicity categories. Dunn (1968) considered the over-
representation of culturally and ethnically diverse groups in special education programs 
to be an issue of civil rights. Today, more than 40 years after Dunn’s remarks, such civil 
rights issues continue for the same groups.  
 Similar to findings in studies pertaining to exclusionary practices and students 
with disabilities, researchers have found disproportionate numbers of students with 
disabilities housed in the nation’s correctional facilities. More often than not, students 
with ED comprise a greater portion of students with disabilities found in correctional 
facilities. Given the positive links between students who experience suspension or 
expulsion and students who end up in the criminal justice system, it is not at all shocking 
to find the largest portion of students with disabilities in correctional facilities is made up 
of students with ED. 
Though some research has found students with disabilities identified as White 
comprise the bulk of students with disabilities in correctional facilities in some states, this 
study investigated all 50 states and The District of Columbia regarding the population of 
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students with disabilities in correctional facilities based on disability category and 
race/ethnicity category. Nationally, students with disabilities identified as Black or 
African American were more likely to be found in correctional facilities across the 
nation. Since students with disabilities identified as Black or African American were 
more likely to be suspended or expelled, it is no surprise that this group also makes up a 
greater proportion of students with disabilities in correctional facilities.  
This study contributes to previous studies in which large data sets were analyzed 
and explored to find which groups of students with disabilities were more likely to be 
suspended or expelled and more likely to end up in correctional facilities. This study also 
contributes to the large body of research centered on disproportionate representation by 
exploring disproportionate representation of students with disabilities in data regarding 
exclusionary practices and placement in correctional facilities. However, studies of this 
nature only identify problems and raise more questions rather than identify solutions and 
obtain answers. Students with ED and students with disabilities identified as Black or 
African American remain as the two groups who are most often excluded from schools 
and society. How do we end this? How long will these patterns be allowed to persist? For 
how long will students with ED and students with disabilities identified as Black or 
African American suffer at the hands of policies that create and maintain such disparate 
patterns? These are merely a few of the questions that arise. 
Future Research 
 The number of potential avenues for research regarding discipline and 
incarceration of students with disabilities are many. More attention should be brought to 
the issues regarding students with disabilities who experience exclusionary practices and 
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incarceration. The following recommendations are in no way exhaustive of the 
possibilities. The recommendations are: 
1. Since Skiba, et al. (2008) stated gathering and analyzing data allows for monitoring 
of progress; therefore, as new data regarding child count, discipline, and educational 
environments become available, they should be analyzed to see if patterns persist for 
the same groups as previous studies have indicated. Additionally, data sets should be 
structured with idea no significant changes to how data are collected and coded will 
need to occur. This way, in comparing groups across more than five years will yield 
better information and allow investigations into historical patterns to occur.   
2. Future studies should investigate differences and similarities in suspension/expulsion 
rates of students with disabilities based on the spectrum of the least restrictive 
environment (LRE). A specific question that could be addressed is: Are more students 
with disabilities who are fully included in the general education setting suspend or 
expelled than students with disabilities in more restrictive settings?  
3. Because in theory, students with ED would more likely demonstrate behavior directly 
linked to the disability, research should be conducted regarding how manifestation 
determinations are conducted with this particular group of students.  
4. The effects of SWPBS and SEL upon rates of suspension/expulsion of students with 
ED should be investigated to see if these approaches are effective for this particular 
group of students. 
5. More research should be conducted regarding the correlations between 
suspension/expulsion and incarceration. A specific research question that could be 
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addressed is: What is the relationship between suspension/expulsion and incarceration 
rates of students with disabilities?  
6. Future research regarding students with disabilities who are in correctional facilities 
should investigate how those students ended up incarcerated. A specific research 
question that could be addressed is: Do students with disabilities end up in 
correctional facilities as a result of activities within the jurisdiction of the school or 
activities outside the jurisdiction of the school? 
7. Future research regarding students with disabilities in correctional facilities should 
investigate time served as it relates to disability category, race/ethnicity category, and 
gender. 
8. Future research regarding students with ED and students with disabilities identified as 
Black or African American who are suspended or expelled and who are in 
correctional facilities should investigate which policies are in place that allow these 
groups to consistently experience these two phenomena at higher rates than all other 
groups of students with disabilities.  
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APPENDIX A 
STATES WITH THE HIGHEST PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES SUSPENDED/EXPELLED FOR 2006-2007 
Table A1 
States with the Highest Percentage of Students with Disabilities Suspended/Expelled for 
2006-2007 
State All Students with 
Disabilities 
All Students with 
Disabilities 
Suspend/Expelled 
Percentage 
Suspended/Expelled 
Delaware                                           16730 3861 23.08 
Nevada                                             40877 8526 20.86 
South Carolina                                     90683 17838 19.67 
Louisiana                                          77814 14647 18.82 
Georgia                                            170475 31919 18.72 
Alabama                                            77330 13917 18.00 
Rhode Island                                       25943 4553 17.55 
Florida                                            357897 57630 16.10 
Maryland                                           92477 14858 16.07 
Hawaii                                             17673 2770 15.67 
Mississippi                                        55139 8568 15.54 
Virginia                                           151275 23472 15.52 
Texas                                              434833 66246 15.23 
Wisconsin                                          111135 16815 15.13 
Connecticut                                        61171 9138 14.94 
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West Virginia                                      41822 6204 14.83 
Alaska                                             15402 2193 14.24 
Washington                                         109847 13852 12.61 
Ohio                                               245797 30617 12.46 
Colorado                                           72005 8959 12.44 
Tennessee                                          108195 13038 12.05 
Minnesota                                          104745 12569 12.00 
Arkansas                                           53855 6361 11.81 
Missouri                                           122062 14349 11.76 
Arizona                                            108582 12312 11.34 
Kentucky                                           88371 9671 10.94 
Montana                                            16020 1743 10.88 
Kansas                                             55800 6004 10.76 
Indiana                                            152691 16366 10.72 
Note.  
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APPENDIX B 
STATES WITH THE HIGHEST PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES SUSPENDED/EXPELLED FOR 2007-2008 
Table B2 
States with the Highest Percentage of Students with Disabilities Suspended/Expelled for 
2007-2008 
State All Students with 
Disabilities 
All Students with 
Disabilities 
Suspend/Expelled 
Percentage 
Suspended/Expelled 
Delaware                                           16472 3962 24.05 
Nevada                                             40779 8668 21.26 
South Carolina                                     88459 18657 21.09 
Louisiana                                          75841 14533 19.16 
Georgia                                            163009 29674 18.20 
Alabama                                            75475 12714 16.85 
Rhode Island                                       24484 4029 16.46 
Florida                                            350801 55979 15.96 
Wisconsin                                          109580 16929 15.45 
Texas                                              413813 63819 15.42 
Virginia                                           149165 23003 15.42 
Mississippi                                        55212 8384 15.19 
Michigan                                           207362 30891 14.90 
West Virginia                                      39292 5787 14.73 
Maryland                                           90863 13287 14.62 
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North Carolina                                     165606 22881 13.82 
Hawaii                                             17360 2363 13.61 
Washington                                         111015 14831 13.36 
Missouri                                           117204 15467 13.20 
Connecticut                                        60773 7890 12.98 
Ohio                                               240827 31256 12.98 
Tennessee                                          105860 13371 12.63 
Nebraska                                           39287 4954 12.61 
Colorado                                           71938 8964 12.46 
Alaska                                             15547 1862 11.98 
Oregon                                             70014 8208 11.72 
Minnesota                                          105413 12326 11.69 
Arkansas                                           52076 6071 11.66 
Note.  
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APPENDIX C 
STATES WITH THE HIGHEST PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES SUSPENDED/EXPELLED FOR 2008-2009 
Table C3 
States with the Highest Percentage of Students with Disabilities Suspended/Expelled for 
2008-2009 
State All Students with 
Disabilities 
All Students with 
Disabilities 
Suspend/Expelled 
Percentage 
Suspended/Expelled 
Delaware                                           16621 3843 23.12 
South Carolina                                     90060 18981 21.08 
Louisiana                                          73317 15216 20.75 
Nevada                                             41055 8231 20.05 
Florida                                            341326 55632 16.30 
Alabama                                            75569 12159 16.09 
Georgia                                            160101 25135 15.70 
Rhode Island                                       23295 3629 15.58 
Virginia                                           147454 22703 15.40 
Michigan                                           203408 29658 14.58 
Mississippi                                        54101 7880 14.57 
North Carolina                                     166193 23843 14.35 
Wisconsin                                          109338 15196 13.90 
Maryland                                           90212 12536 13.90 
Missouri                                           113816 15742 13.83 
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Texas                                              403201 55391 13.74 
West Virginia                                      40245 5509 13.69 
Ohio                                               239123 32540 13.61 
Hawaii                                             17354 2330 13.43 
Washington                                         111849 14891 13.31 
Colorado                                           72109 8448 11.72 
Connecticut                                        60610 7095 11.71 
Alaska                                             15784 1837 11.64 
Arizona                                            111298 12949 11.63 
Indiana                                            152947 17048 11.15 
Note.  
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APPENDIX D 
STATES WITH THE HIGHEST PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES SUSPENDED/EXPELLED FOR 2009-2010 
Table D4 
States with the Highest Percentage of Students with Disabilities Suspended/Expelled for 
2009-2010 
State All Students with 
Disabilities 
All Students with 
Disabilities 
Suspend/Expelled 
Percentage 
Suspended/Expelled 
Delaware                                           16381 3238 19.77 
South Carolina                                     88945 17284 19.43 
Louisiana                                          72178 13595 18.84 
North Carolina                                     166240 28058 16.88 
Nevada                                             41015 6748 16.45 
Alabama                                            74442 12116 16.28 
Florida                                            332407 52297 15.73 
Wisconsin                                          108080 16964 15.70 
Rhode Island                                       22178 3389 15.28 
Virginia                                           144854 21683 14.97 
Tennessee                                          106994 15862 14.83 
Georgia                                            161041 23019 14.29 
Maryland                                           90228 12569 13.93 
Missouri                                           110695 15361 13.88 
West Virginia                                      39142 5363 13.70 
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Indiana                                            146871 19601 13.35 
Mississippi                                        53558 7147 13.34 
Ohio                                               236107 31252 13.24 
Texas                                              400463 51404 12.84 
Washington                                         113390 14450 12.74 
Hawaii                                             17102 2133 12.47 
Michigan                                           195086 23929 12.27 
Oregon                                             71373 8180 11.46 
Colorado                                           72549 8108 11.18 
Note.  
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APPENDIX E 
STATES WITH THE HIGHEST PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES SUSPENDED/EXPELLED FOR 2010-2011 
Table E5 
States with the Highest Percentage of Students with Disabilities Suspended/Expelled for 
2010-2011 
State All Students with 
Disabilities 
All Students with 
Disabilities 
Suspend/Expelled 
Percentage 
Suspended/Expelled 
Delaware                                           16686 3057 18.32 
South Carolina                                     88654 16038 18.09 
Louisiana                                          70946 12667 17.85 
Nevada                                             41404 7043 17.01 
Rhode Island                                       21658 3427 15.82 
North Carolina                                     168559 25995 15.42 
Florida                                            321056 48230 15.02 
Virginia                                           144151 20100 13.94 
Wisconsin                                          107204 14946 13.94 
Maryland                                           90140 12476 13.84 
Alabama                                            72505 9848 13.58 
Tennessee                                          110329 14791 13.41 
Missouri                                           108580 14467 13.32 
Indiana                                            145477 18844 12.95 
Georgia                                            162256 21013 12.95 
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Michigan                                           188415 24004 12.74 
Ohio                                               234268 29781 12.71 
West Virginia                                      38566 4891 12.68 
Hawaii                                             16963 2147 12.66 
Washington                                         114403 14392 12.58 
Mississippi                                        53561 6711 12.53 
District of Columbia                               10438 1287 12.33 
Texas                                              398338 47031 11.81 
Oregon                                             71589 8163 11.40 
Colorado                                           74489 8122 10.90 
Illinois                                           255338 27369 10.72 
Note. 
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APPENDIX F 
COMPARISON BETWEEN DISABILITY CATEGORY GROUPS WITHIN THE 
POPULATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES WHO WERE 
SUSPENDED/EXPELLED FROM SCHOOLS IN 2008-2009 
Table F20 
Comparison Between Disability Category Groups within the Population of Students with 
Disabilities Who Were Suspended/Expelled from Schools in 2008-2009 
Disability Category 
 
df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 12376 32146.32 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness                      1 45 55638.38 < .001* 
DD                 1 4877 45669.84 < .001* 
ED               1 125987 116990.73 < .001* 
HI                 1 4396 46618.08 < .001* 
ID 1 49327 94.77 < .001* 
MD               1 6199 43113.82 < .001* 
OI           1 2426 50603.43 < .001* 
OHI            1 97832 45302.01 < .001* 
SLD      1 325342 1579622.41 < .001* 
S/LI      1 37081 4346.60 < .001* 
TBI              1 2046 51390.98 < .001* 
VI                  1 896 53811.40 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional 
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disturbance; HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple 
disabilities; OI = orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = 
specific learning disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic 
brain injury; VI = visual impairments.  
*p <.05 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 238"
APPENDIX G 
COMPARISON OF DISABILITY CATEGORIES OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES WHO WERE AND WERE NOT SUSPENDED/EXPELLED DURING  
2006-2007 
Table G28 
Comparison of Disability Categories of Students with Disabilities Who Were and Were 
Not Suspended/Expelled During 2006-2007 
Disability Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
Not 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 7654 248372 16605.31 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness                      1 64 500 0.26 .61 
DD                 1 3288 84756 4522.47 < .001* 
ED               1 123470 314015 152441.25 < .001* 
HI                 1 3806 66836 2100.90 < .001* 
ID 1 48275 438344 322.90 < .001* 
MD               1 6894 123920 4107.90 < .001* 
OI           1 2249 55054 2769.70 < .001* 
OHI            1 81227 542772 3989.46 < .001* 
SLD      1 314205 2241577 12330.33 < .001* 
S/LI      1 32680 1084398 87026.00 < .001* 
TBI              1 1800 16210 8.96 < .001* 
VI                  1 754 20388 1126.13 < .001* 
Note.  df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
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HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury; VI = 
visual impairments. 
*p < .05. 
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APPENDIX H 
COMPARISON OF DISABILITY CATEGORIES OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES WHO WERE AND WERE NOT SUSPENDED/EXPELLED DURING 
2007-2008 
Table H29 
Comparison of Disability Categories of Students with Disabilities Who Were and 
Were Not Suspended/Expelled During 2007-2008 
Disability Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
Not 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 10142 280590 19825.97 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness                      1 25 992 83.53 < .001* 
DD                 1 4171 89325 4774.64 < .001* 
ED               1 128393 287596 160764.75 < .001* 
HI                 1 4182 65369 2175.25 < .001* 
ID 1 51758 414096 144.87 < .001* 
MD               1 6176 116271 5308.05 < .001* 
OI           1 2522 57583 3280.59 < .001* 
OHI            1 93540 547440 6058.58 < .001* 
SLD      1 329771 2132805 12641.13 < .001* 
S/LI      1 36836 1053524 89472.69 < .001* 
TBI              1 1993 16922 22.97 < .001* 
VI                  1 853 19937 1155.26 < .001* 
Note.  df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional  
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disturbance; HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple 
disabilities; OI = orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = 
specific learning disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic 
brain injury; VI = visual impairments. 
*p < .05. 
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APPENDIX I 
COMPARISON OF DISABILITY CATEGORIES OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES WHO WERE AND WERE NOT SUSPENDED/EXPELLED DURING 
2008-2009 
Table I30 
Comparison of Disability Categories of Students with Disabilities Who Were and Were 
Not Suspended/Expelled During 2008-2009. 
Disability Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
Not 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 12376 318381 21265.99 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness                      1 45 502 6.18 .013* 
DD                 1 4877 97495 4785.70 < .001* 
ED               1 125987 277197 162238.16 < .001* 
HI                 1 4396 64831 1903.33 < .001* 
ID 1 49327 401231 224.21 < .001* 
MD               1 6199 116744 5310.73 < .001* 
OI           1 2426 53930 2974.24 < .001* 
OHI            1 97832 571982 6510.05 < .001* 
SLD      1 325342 2091505 13535.48 < .001* 
S/LI      1 37081 1048464 87925.84 < .001* 
TBI              1 2046 16873 12.42 < .001* 
VI                  1 896 20641 1174.70 < .001* 
Note.  df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
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HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury; VI = 
visual impairments. 
*p < .05. 
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APPENDIX J 
COMPARISON OF DISABILITY CATEGORIES OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES WHO WERE AND WERE NOT SUSPENDED/EXPELLED DURING 
2009-2010 
Table J31 
Comparison of Disability Categories of Students with Disabilities Who Were and Were 
Not Suspended/Expelled During 2009-2010 
Disability Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
Not 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 13753 354192 22912.68 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness                      1 58 463 0.04 .84 
DD                 1 4436 104301 5894.61 < .001* 
ED               1 121270 264435 164194.60 < .001* 
HI                 1 4083 64340 2030.40 < .001* 
ID 1 46129 389433 314.21 < .001* 
MD               1 5928 116079 5295.48 < .001* 
OI           1 2054 51191 3033.64 < .001* 
OHI            1 101680 593922 8057.95 < .001* 
SLD      1 310581 2040373 12827.57 < .001* 
S/LI      1 36887 1029305 82051.52 < .001* 
TBI              1 2075 15706 1.18 .28 
VI                  1 762 19989 1233.97 < .001* 
Note.  df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
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HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD =specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury; VI = 
visual impairments. 
*p < .05. 
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APPENDIX K 
COMPARISON OF DISABILITY CATEGORIES OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES WHO WERE AND WERE NOT SUSPENDED/EXPELLED DURING 
2010-2011 
 
Table K32 
Comparison of Disability Categories of Students with Disabilities Who Were and Were 
Not Suspended/Expelled During 2010-2011 
Disability Category df Suspended/ 
Expelled 
Not 
Suspended/ 
Expelled 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 15530 388769 21604.20 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness 1 29 498 15.07 < .001* 
DD                 1 4882 110482 5199.74 < .001* 
ED               1 113758 255970 165622.55 < .001* 
HI                 1 3755 64217 1950.47 < .001* 
ID 1 40922 381283 519.37 < .001* 
MD               1 5172 118326 5650.04 < .001* 
OI           1 1931 50005 2694.40 < .001* 
OHI            1 100775 621072 8973.57 < .001* 
SLD      1 282704 2010911 10165.79 < .001* 
S/LI      1 34643 1008041 73335.54 < .001* 
TBI              1 1977 16206 0.35 .55 
VI                  1 825 19805 980.81 < .001* 
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Note.  df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury; VI = 
visual impairments. 
*p < .05. 
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APPENDIX L 
STATES RANKED HIGHEST IN PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES FOR 2007 
Table L38 
States Ranked Highest in Percentage of Students with Disabilities in Correctional 
Facilities for 2007 
State All Students with 
Disabilities 
In Correctional 
Facilities 
Percentage in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
Florida                                            356061 3845 1.08 
Kansas                                             54998 258 0.47 
Missouri                                           120812 525 0.43 
Virginia                                           150620 635 0.42 
Georgia                                            169796 693 0.41 
Michigan                                           211196 856 0.41 
New Jersey                                         228926 900 0.39 
Oregon                                             68951 261 0.38 
Idaho                                              23548 89 0.38 
California                                         600910 2096 0.35 
Colorado                                           71397 241 0.34 
Louisiana                                          77248 250 0.32 
Connecticut                                        60204 194 0.32 
Wisconsin                                          110485 339 0.31 
Arizona                                            112153 314 0.29 
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Indiana                                            158245 451 0.29 
Nevada                                             40621 115 0.28 
Delaware                                           16412 46 0.28 
Ohio                                               245176 682 0.28 
New Mexico                                         39423 109 0.28 
Arkansas                                           53499 146 0.27 
Iowa                                               62480 169 0.27 
Utah                                               53015 136 0.26 
Texas                                              433094 966 0.22 
Note.  
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APPENDIX M 
STATES RANKED HIGHEST IN PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES FOR 2008 
Table M39 
States Ranked Highest in Percentage of Students with Disabilities in Correctional 
Facilities for 2008 
State All Students with 
Disabilities 
In Correctional 
Facilities 
Percentage in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
Missouri                                           116437 1055 0.91 
Florida                                            348501 3052 0.88 
Michigan                                           207328 1243 0.60 
Idaho                                              23525 123 0.52 
Virginia                                           148485 734 0.49 
Wisconsin                                          108694 492 0.45 
Kansas                                             54883 231 0.42 
California                                         599262 2403 0.40 
Arizona                                            109807 436 0.40 
Louisiana                                          75300 273 0.36 
Georgia                                            162391 542 0.33 
Colorado                                           71470 220 0.31 
Connecticut                                        59851 180 0.30 
New Mexico                                         38880 113 0.29 
Maryland                                           90055 241 0.27 
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Nebraska                                           38867 100 0.26 
Iowa                                               60736 146 0.24 
Indiana                                            155781 363 0.23 
Alabama                                            75103 169 0.23 
Pennsylvania                                       264730 591 0.22 
Oregon                                             69575 154 0.22 
Note.  
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APPENDIX N 
STATES RANKED HIGHEST IN PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES FOR 2009 
Table N40 
States Ranked Highest in Percentage of Students with Disabilities in Correctional 
Facilities for 2009 
State All Students with 
Disabilities 
In Correctional 
Facilities 
Percentage in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
Florida                                            335714 2828 0.87 
Kansas                                             54709 309 0.58 
Missouri                                           111941 616 0.58 
Iowa                                               59118 337 0.57 
Idaho                                              23353 125 0.57 
Michigan                                           201542 922 0.49 
Virginia                                           146116 651 0.47 
Arizona                                            110006 442 0.42 
Oregon                                             70119 266 0.42 
Wisconsin                                          108173 406 0.40 
Colorado                                           71587 257 0.37 
District of Columbia                               9848 35 0.36 
Utah                                               57380 186 0.34 
New York                                           393354 1273 0.34 
California                                         597937 1851 0.34 
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Indiana                                            151771 461 0.32 
Georgia                                            158748 475 0.32 
Louisiana                                          73924 224 0.31 
Nevada                                             40116 112 0.30 
Maryland                                           89166 236 0.29 
Alabama                                            74816 187 0.25 
Note.  
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APPENDIX O 
STATES RANKED HIGHEST IN PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES FOR 2010 
Table O41 
States Ranked Highest in Percentage of Students with Disabilities in Correctional 
Facilities for 2010 
State All Students with 
Disabilities 
In Correctional 
Facilities 
Percentage in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
Florida                                            331172 3573 1.08 
Missouri                                           110188 631 0.57 
Iowa                                               60294 327 0.54 
Wyoming                                            11443 61 0.53 
Michigan                                           194673 916 0.47 
Kansas                                             55638 244 0.44 
Oregon                                             70982 281 0.40 
Arizona                                            109937 422 0.38 
Colorado                                           72222 256 0.35 
Maryland                                           89852 287 0.32 
Idaho                                              23248 72 0.31 
California                                         598406 1836 0.31 
Georgia                                            160125 461 0.29 
Connecticut                                        59593 147 0.25 
Wisconsin                                          107583 261 0.24 
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New Jersey                                         213784 512 0.24 
Louisiana                                          71538 170 0.24 
Alabama                                            73943 167 0.23 
Indiana                                            146559 298 0.20 
Alaska                                             15251 31 0.20 
Note.  
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APPENDIX P 
STATES RANKED HIGHEST IN PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES FOR 2011 
Table P42 
States Ranked Highest in Percentage of Students with Disabilities in Correctional 
Facilities for 2011 
State All Students with 
Disabilities 
In Correctional 
Facilities 
Percentage in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
Florida                                            319484 3059 0.96 
Michigan                                           187597 1048 0.56 
Missouri                                           107728 550 0.51 
Maryland                                           89606 395 0.44 
Kansas                                             54521 217 0.40 
Arizona                                            109942 419 0.38 
Idaho                                              22969 78 0.34 
District of Columbia                               9994 33 0.33 
Georgia                                            162012 497 0.31 
Wisconsin                                          106481 311 0.29 
Iowa                                               59762 171 0.29 
Oregon                                             70901 194 0.27 
Connecticut                                        59471 158 0.27 
Colorado                                           74106 196 0.26 
California                                         604428 1561 0.26 
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New Mexico                                         40802 98 0.24 
Virginia                                           143846 311 0.22 
New York                                           386905 747 0.19 
Utah                                               61848 119 0.19 
Note.  
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APPENDIX Q 
RACE/ETHNICITY CATEGORIES IN THE POPULATION OF STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES MOST LIKELY TO BE IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES IN THE 
TOP TEN STATES WITH HIGHEST RATES OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES 
IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES FOR 2011 
Table Q54 
Race/Ethnicity Categories in the Population of Students with Disabilities Most Likely to 
be in Correctional Facilities in the Top Ten States with Highest Rates of Students with 
Disabilities in Correctional Facilities for 2011 
State Race/Ethnicity Category In Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Categories in 
Correctional 
Facilities 
RR 
Florida Black or African American 2519 1484 4.83 
Michigan Black or African American 613 596 3.72 
Missouria Black or African American 439 0 -- 
Maryland Black or African American 352 47 9.75 
Kansas Two or more races 46 197 2.16 
Arizona Black or African American 89 341 3.62 
Idaho American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
6 
 
106 
 
2.53 
District of 
Columbiab 
Black or African American 92 
 
0 
 
-- 
Georgia Black or African American 373 121 4.70 
Wisconsin Black or African American 289 111 13.86 
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Note. RR = risk ratio. 
--Risk ratio not available. 
 a In Missouri, only numbers for students with disabilities identified as Black or African 
American were reported as being in correctional facilities. b In The District of Columbia, 
only numbers for students with disabilities identified as Black or African American were 
reported as being in correctional facilities in 2011. Order of states based on percentage 
rank of students with disabilities in correctional facilities in 2011. 
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APPENDIX R 
COMPARISON BETWEEN DISABILITY GROUPS IN CORRECTIONAL 
FACILITIES AND DISABILITY GROUPS IN ALL OTHER EDUCATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTS IN 2007 
Table R65 
Comparison Between Disability Groups in Correctional Facilities and Disability Groups 
in All Other Educational Environments in 2007 
Disability Category df Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Educational 
Environments 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 0 253167 770.42 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness 1 0 491 1.43 .23 
DD                 1 0 87523 258.68 < .001* 
ED               1 7573 426448 34271.80 < .001* 
HI                 1 0 68228 200.98 < .001* 
ID 1 750 483110 333.55 < .001* 
MD               1 244 127484 44.44 < .001* 
OI           1 19 56525 129.97 < .001* 
OHI            1 973 620082 428.62 < .001* 
SLD 1 7215 2540726 7.90 .005* 
S/LI      1 182 1124801 3616.52 < .001* 
TBI              1 6 18578 42.87 < .001* 
VI                  1 0 19148 55.93 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
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HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI= speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury; VI = 
visual impairments. 
*p <.05 
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APPENDIX S 
COMPARISON BETWEEN DISABILITY GROUPS IN CORRECTIONAL 
FACILITIES AND DISABILITY GROUPS IN ALL OTHER EDUCATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTS IN 2008 
Table S66 
Comparison Between Disability Groups in Correctional Facilities and Disability Groups 
in All Other Educational Environments in 2008 
Disability Category df Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Educational 
Environments 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 0 287531 862.23 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness                      1 0 666 1.90   .17   
DD                 1 0 96131 278.48 < .001* 
ED               1 6663 405534 27841.44 < .001* 
HI                 1 0 66601 191.93 < .001* 
ID 1 835 462653 192.09 < .001* 
MD               1 130 119011 131.43 < .001* 
OI           1 9 58550 150.77 < .001* 
OHI            1 1177 636809 251.13 < .001* 
SLD      1 7261 2449713 20.09 < .001* 
S/LI      1 199 1092158 3366.64 < .001* 
TBI              1 6 19468 44.24 < .001* 
VI                  1 0 20832 59.55 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
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HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI= speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury; VI = 
visual impairments. 
*p < .05 
 
 264"
APPENDIX T 
COMPARISON BETWEEN DISABILITY GROUPS IN CORRECTIONAL 
FACILITIES AND DISABILITY GROUPS IN ALL OTHER EDUCATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTS IN 2009 
Table T67 
Comparison Between Disability Groups in Correctional Facilities and Disability Groups in 
All Other Educational Environments in 2009 
Disability Category df Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Educational 
Environments 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 0 327582 915.04 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness                      1 0 366 0.96 .33 
DD                 1 0 103478 277.49 < .001* 
ED               1 5778 392699 23059.16 < .001* 
HI                 1 0 66324 176.69 < .001* 
ID 1 770 446657 151.87 < .001* 
MD               1 139 119132 99.24 < .001* 
OI           1 18 54238 110.09 < .001* 
OHI            1 1288 665455 138.96 < .001* 
SLD      1 6778 2403850 54.85 < .001* 
S/LI      1 216 1075976 2978.47 < .001* 
TBI              1 8 19754 37.36 < .001* 
VI                  1 0 19389 51.23 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; HI 
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= hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury; VI = 
visual impairments. 
*p < .05 
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APPENDIX U 
COMPARISON BETWEEN DISABILITY GROUPS IN CORRECTIONAL 
FACILITIES AND DISABILITY GROUPS IN ALL OTHER EDUCATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTS IN 2010 
Table U68 
Comparison Between Disability Groups in Correctional Facilities and Disability Groups 
in All Other Educational Environments in 2010 
Disability Category df Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Educational 
Environments 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 0 365782 980.14 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness  1 0 466 1.17 .28 
DD                 1 0 108365 276.91 < .001* 
ED               1 6350 376822 32633.43 < .001* 
HI                 1 0 65910 167.15 < .001* 
ID 1 675 431581 165.32 < .001* 
MD               1 155 118718 69.67 < .001* 
OI           1 0 51942 131.40 < .001* 
OHI            1 1016 691827 338.29 < .001* 
SLD      1 5686 2340483 9.44 .002* 
S/LI      1 271 1054840 2616.88 < .001* 
TBI              1 0 20335 51.15 < .001* 
VI                  1 0 19584 49.26 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
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HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury; VI = 
visual impairments. 
*p < .05 
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APPENDIX V 
COMPARISON BETWEEN DISABILITY GROUPS IN CORRECTIONAL 
FACILITIES AND DISABILITY GROUPS IN ALL OTHER EDUCATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTS IN 2011 
Table V69 
Comparison Between Disability Groups in Correctional Facilities and Disability Groups 
in All Other Educational Environments in 2011 
Disability Category df Correctional 
Facilities 
All Other 
Educational 
Environments 
X2 p 
Autism                              1 6 399805 981.73 < .001* 
Deaf-Blindness  1 0 456 1.05 .31 
DD                 1 0 115047 271.40 < .001* 
ED               1 5582 360242 28544.83 < .001* 
HI                 1 0 64725 151.31 < .001* 
ID 1 489 418368 254.81 < .001* 
MD               1 36 120245 215.06 < .001* 
OI           1 0 51127 119.23 < .001* 
OHI            1 1249 717722 115.73 < .001* 
SLD      1 5462 2284016 10.83 < .001* 
S/LI      1 129 1033445 2618.39 < .001* 
TBI              1 0 19939 46.24 < .001* 
VI                  1 0 20443 47.41 < .001* 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; DD = developmental delay; ED = emotional disturbance; 
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HI = hearing impairments; ID = intellectual disabilities; MD = multiple disabilities; OI = 
orthopedic impairments; OHI = other health impairments; SLD = specific learning 
disabilities; S/LI = speech or language impairments; TBI = traumatic brain injury; VI = 
visual impairments. 
*p <.05 
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